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OPTION FOR SALE OF REAL ESTATE 
7;i consideration of the sum of-S^l J i l 9 P ^ ? ^ . 9 k L ^ ? . S . ($- J l ° ? . 0 - i ? J ) Dollars, 
in hand paid by PJEMIS-.LWN^JSYKES^ 
' '0f i^an^^yjtah. 
the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, I hereby grant to 5old-J2eiUlX5 
.JiXDil.5X!5^ purchaser, and to—JjiA heirs and assigns 
the option of purchasing from th&.UJldezs ijined. I and I 
agree to sell to the said purchaser at any time within—IfLQ-liaYiL from date 
hereof, the following described real estate situated in -IJLah County, 
Utah 
State o/x#K3toinfl{#fc to-wU:3&*lJluin^JLl-Jl-PS>ia£-P_n_tJbe..eaAt.Aijde.p_f.C.art.ery.ilie 
load, which Doint i s North 520.03f and East 1351.86' from the W^  Cor. 
L30' m. or 1. to a point in the center of the entrance#l^ne, thence 
f4xll^itinj-.tb£..rpntpr-XLf.^a±d.1 anff .tx>..th.e,£.dfi£.,Q£.tJie,Ji f^Jkrjcel.JbeJJQlL.. 
retainedby Anthony Ragozzine, which point i s approximately 38 'A/ from 
the-4uiraLey--r£-£ex£niie-J!i^ 
:orner; thence S. approx* 903s f t . ; thence E. 160$., thence N. along boundry 
I- agree to furnish to purchaser title report as soon as procurable evidencing ( c o n t f 
TkxXJCXKXEBrcRKixixXKRKliRK&HtXHKXB 0 n r e a r ) 
Conddion'o] title. QxRXxSitxxtHxhNiicixxxsiNjiEXiKsi^RJiKRXERXSNHXREtxwrwpsrtxx 
For sale to be binding* on the part ies ," i t must be established that the 
Provided said title report shows good merchantable title fn---ny_-Jl-aiJlf-
subject property conforms to'Orem City requirements as a "legal lo t ," for 
nrsiTJcTrti-a-1-corrs-trucirircm—; the said purchaser is to pay for said 
property the sum of $_A<1.,1LQD_Q0 '_.-including the sum above receipted for as follows: 
$5,000 (including above noted deposit) on or before July 1, 1974 and 
ijicludjEL_ni:iBiLi^^Jiii&-iJitex 
with interest—JlC.CXEiijQ£ . at the rate o/»eij!.bJL.f <?,!— per cent, per annum, from 
Jh iAUSJL . l J ^ - JLg j - ^ - JEoJ t -p^^ 
agrees to discount balance by S% of the total purchase price. 
''Whenever, within the time specified above, the said purchaser has accepted the title, the said 
vendor shall execute a proper deed of conveyance for said property and deliver the same to 
Pioneejr ,T_it r le_/ L _AbstjracXCoj__440^^.I^niyers i ty^Ayje^ _Provo, Utah 
to be held by.-jhem. in escrow and delivered to said purchaser upon final payment. 
In case the title to said property is not good or cannot be made good within AQ. days 
this agreement shall be void, and the earnest money herein receipted for shall be refunded. 
If the purchase is made as aforesaid, the earnest money shall be accredited on the purchase 
price, but ij the purchaser—_ or his heirs or assigns shall fan to wake any further 
payments in the time above specified, then the earnest money herein receipted for shall be forfeited 
to said vendor without notice, and the said premises shall be absolutely discharged from any in-
cumbrances or cloud arising herefrom, and all parties released from further obligations herein. 
The property $hall be conveyed by good and sufficicnt^X^Vl%9J^.yL^IJ.^TdiYd. free from all 
liens and incumbrances of every na£ure^-AlpJ2tLJterj3ex_o£_£}ie._ j ^ 
s e l l e r s h a l l w i t h i n 30 days pay the f u l l amount due under h i s c o n t r a c t 
Ki£h-J^ a£y.ojiriJ\£.ivO_jiS-JLo_ie 
Partial release to be ,gvarited by seller hereon as to his lien by oaYnient of 
and rents and interest on mortgages, if any, shall be apportioned from date of final payment. A d d i t i o n 
notes on r 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I haze., hereunto set JDY hand 
Legat Description continued: on E. side of Ragozzine parcel to 
an east-west line, the precise location of which shall be 
determined in order to convey 3.25 acres of land total, by 
continuing in a southerly direction along the east boundry 
of surveyed property, thence in a westerly direction along 
the south boundry to the point of beginning, as per the 
"survey of property for H. Vern Wentz, made by Carr F. Greer, 
Engr., August 1968, updated June 1971/ INcluding one-half 
of all water rights owned in connection with subject uroperty 
(.6 share of West Smith Ditch plus h of any decreed rights to 
go to buyer). 
Additional Notes: 
Seller will cooperate fully with buyer to obtain a partial 
release from Ragozzine, et. al., and any advance principal 
xwxwx payments to be applied thereto PS principal reduction 
on his unpaid obligations as consideration therefore. 
STATE OF WA6H»*GTONf 
(INDIVIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT) 
County of. . . &Y*K_~ 
5FLSL\J^>A . Notary Public In and for the State of W ^ M n g ^ 
do hereby certify that on this SXA-VT* day of ^dfc*t«. - 19!l5Sf-, personally 
appeared before me J ^ o . « A i k l k . ^ . . i ^ k ^ x -V^. . -SAJW5.^Jt>^. . .^t . .3 . lAf i /^V 
to me known to be the Individual^ described in and who executed the,within Instrument and acknowledged that 
. . ^ S V S ^ signed and sealed the same a s — r & A t * free and voluntary act and deed for the uses and 
purposes herein mentioned. 
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL thts. 
„£****, . i*!l:L 
. .>„**&\ 1 day of 
Notary Public In and for the State of W«ahtafftoa, residing at.S^* A-^.i—**£5?.._5>?>. 
= J : coMiiiss'.oti : * s 
. . i n said County. 
' " » . . . , 
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UNIFORM REAL ESTATE CONTRACT 
13th u . Hovt-cbor
 A n 19 74 
1. THIS AGREEMENT, made in duplicate this * • " " " day of _ — . A . U., IS , 
b mOrt---- "O '^^ P r » r A < 2 C H a n d HftMO»Ig a» HMCS, hl» wife, 
herein.,Ur d e s i s t e d a. the Selier, and D C K » I S L * H H S Y K C S . 
— Loo an • Utah 
hereinafter designated as the Buyer, of __ —.— 
2 WITNESSETH: That the Seller, for the consideration herein mentioned agrees to sell and convey to the buyer, 
and the buyer for the consideration herein mentioned agrees to purchase the following described real property, situate in 
the county of E £ 5 * , State of Utah, to-wit: . ^ ^ 
More particularly described as follows: 
Soft Exhibit *hm attaohod hereto and by roforenca nado a part 
heroof• 
#8.#sajd l^ft^R^pt^j^lf ^oudWS?e^i0i a»d »y j°^jt**«lM*,vl,eithe 8Um ^ o o o . o o 
payable at the office of Seller, his assigns o f ror frr ,^^
 V H 0 U S A l ; j U J L I A . i i * * « r 3 7 0 0 0 # 0 0 
strictly within the following times, to-wit: **9 0 0 0 Qfl ** * 
cash, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, and the balance of | J 1 ! shall be paid as follows: 
$300«00 par nonth corartonclng 30 daya fron Sato hereof and on 
tho 15th day of each and ovory nonth thereafter until paid in full* 
13 th iJoveiobar 74 
Possession of said premises shall be delivered to buyer on the day of , 19 , 
4. Said monthly payments are to be WfiJtf&.Cteii^0 i^f P 3 ^ 1 ^ 1 ! 0 ^ i n t e r e s t an<* second to the reduction of the 
principal. Interest shall be charged from
 n '. on all unpaid portions of the 
purchase price at the rate of z. per cent ( %) per annum. The Buyer, at his option at anytime, 
may pay amounts in excess of the monthly payments upon the unpaid balance subject to the limitations of any mortgage 
or contract by the Buyer herein assumed, such excess to be applied either to unpaid principal or in prepayment of future 
installments at the election of the buyer, which election must be made at the time the excess payment is made. 
5. It is understood and agreed that if the Seller accepts payment from the Buyer on this contract less than according 
to the terms herein mentioned, then by so doing, it will in no way alter the terms of the contract as to the forfeiture 
hereinafter stipulated, or as to any other remedies of the seller. A n f h f t n v ;*nrl 
with an unpaid balance of 
as of 
7. Seller represents that there are no unpaid special improvement district taxes covering improvements to said prem-
ises now in the process of being install^L or which have been completed and not paid for, outstanding against said prop-
erty, except the following — . 
8. The Seller is given the option to secure, execute and maintain loans secured by sa^prtfgrty of not to exceed the 
then yipaid contract balance hereunder, bearing interest at the rate of not to exceed percent 
( %) per annum and payable in regular monthly installments; provided that the aggregate monthly installment 
payments required to be made by Seller on said loans shall not be greater than each installment payment required to be 
made by the Buyer under this contract. When the principal due hereunder has been reduced to the amount of any such 
loans and mortgages the Seller agrees to convey and the Buyer agrees to accept title to the above described property 
subject to said loans and mortgages. 
9. If the Buyer desires to exercise his right through accelerated payments under this agreement to pay off any obli-
gations outstanding at date of this agreement against said property, it shall be the Buyer's obligation to assume and 
pay any penalty which may be required on prepayment of said prior obligations. Prepayment penalties in respect 
to obligations against said property incurred by seller, after date of this agreement, shall be paid by seller unless 
said obligations are assumed or approved by buyer. 
10. The Buver agrees upon written request of the Seller to make application to a reliable lender for a loan of such 
amount as can be secured under the regulations of said lender and hereby agrees to apply any amount so received upon 
the purchase price above mentioned, and to execute the papers required and pay one-half the expenses necessary in ob-
taining said loan, the Seller agreeing to pay the other one-half, provided however, that the monthly payments and 
interest rate required, shall not exceed the monthly payments and interest rate as outlined above. 
11. The Buyer agrees to pay all taxes and assessments of every kind and nature which are or which may be assessed 
and which may become due on these premises during the life of this agreement. The Seller hereby covenants and agrees 
that ttarjXW n o Assessments against said premises except the following: 
EXHIBIT n 
The Seller further covenants and agrees that he will not default in the payment of his obligations against said property. 
12. The Buyer agrees to pay the general taxes after N o v e m b e r 1 3 , 1 9 7 4 _ _ _ 
IS. The Buyer further agrees to keep all insurable buildings and improvements on said premises insured in a com-
pany acceptable to the Seller in the amount of not less than the unpaid balance on this contract, or $ _ _ 
and to assign said insurance to the Seller as his interests may appear and to deliver the insurance policy to him. 
14. In the event the Buyer shall default in the payment of any special or general taxes, assessments or insurance 
premiums as herein provided, the Seller may, at his option, pay said taxes, assessments and insurance premiums or either 
of them, and if Seller elects so to do, then the Buyer agrees to repay the Seller upon demand, all such sums so advanced 
and paid by him, together with interest thereon from date of payment of said sums at the rate of % of one percent per 
month until paid. 
15. Buyer agrees that he will not commit or suffer to be committed any waste, spoil, or destruction in or upon 
said premises, and that he will maintain said premises in good condition. 
16. In the event of a failure to comply with the terms hereof by the Buyer, or upon failure of the Buyer to make 
any payment or payments when the same shall become due, or within t h i r t y — ( 3 Q ) days thereafter, the 
Seller, at his option shall have the following alternative remedies: 
A. Seller shall have the right, upon failure of the Buyer to remedy the default within five days after written notice, 
to be released from all obligations in law and in equity to convey said property, and all payments which have 
been made theretofore on this contract by the Buyer, shall be forfeited to the Seller as liquidated damages for 
the non-performance of the contract, and the Buyer agrees that the Seller may at his option re-enter and take 
possession of said premises without legal processes as in its first and former estate, together with all improve-
ments and additions made by the Buyer thereon, and the said additions and improvements shall remain with 
the land and become the property of the Seller, the Buyer becoming at once a tenant at will of the Seller; or 
B. The Seller may bring suit and recover judgement for all delinquent installments, including costs and attorneys 
fees. (The use of this remedy on one or more occasions shall not prevent the Seller, at his option, from resorting 
to one of the other remedies hereunder in the event of a subsequent default): or 
C. The Seller shall have the right, at his option, and upon written notice to the Buyer, to declare the entire unpaid 
balance hereunder at once due and payable, and may elect to treat this contract as a note and mortage, and pass 
title to the Buyer subject thereto, and proceed immediately to foreclose the same in accordance with the laws of 
the State of Utah, and have the property sold and the proceeds applied to the payment of the balance owing, 
including costs and attorney's fees; and the Seller may have a judgement for any deficiency which may remain. 
In the case of foreclosure, the Seller hereunder, upon the filing of a complaint, shall be immediately entitled to 
the appointment of a receiver to take possession of said mortgaged property and collect the rents, issues and 
profits therefrom and apply the same to the payment of the obligation hereunder, or hold the same pursuant 
to order of the court; and the Seller, upon entry of judgment of foreclosure, shall be entitled to the possession 
of the said premises during the period of redemption. 
17. It is agreed that time is the essence of this agreement. 
18. In the event there are any liens or encumbrances against said premises other than those herein provided for or 
referred*to, or in the event any liens or encumbrances other than herein provided for shall hereafter accrue against the 
same by acts or neglect of the Seller, then the Buyer may, at his option, pay and discharge the same and receive credit 
on the amount then remaining due hereunder in the amount of any such payment or payments and thereafter the pay-
ments herein provided to be made, may, at the option of the Buyer, be suspended until such a time as such suspended 
payments shall equal any sums advanced as aforesaid. 
19. The Seller on receiving the payments herein reserved to be paid at the time and in the manner above mentioned 
agrees to execute and deliver to the Buyer or assigns, a good and sufficient warranty deed conveying the title to the 
above described premises free and clear of all encumbrances except as herein mentioned and except as may have accrued 
by or through the acts or neglect of the Buyer, and to furnish at his expense, a policy of title insurance in the amount 
of the purchase price or at the option of the Seller, an abstract brought to date at time of sale or at any time during the 
term of this agreement, or at time of delivery of deed, at the option of Buyer. 
20. It is hereby expressly understood and agreed by the parties hereto that the Buyer accepts the said property 
in its present condition and that there are no representations, covenants, or agreements between the parties hereto with 
reference to said property except as herein specifically set forth or attached hereto 4 n P . v h i M - h "R" 
21. The Buyer and Seller each agree that should they default in any of the covenants or agreements contained here-
in, that the defaulting party shall pay all costs and expenses, including a reasonable attorney's fee, which may arise 
or accrue from enforcing this agreement, or in obtaining possession of the premises covered hereby, or in pursuing any 
remedy provided hereunder or by the statutes of the State of Utah whether such remedy is pursued by filing a suit 
or otherwise. 
22. It is understood that the stipulations aforesaid are to apply to and bind the heirs, executors, administrators, suc-
cessors, and assigns of the respective parties hereto. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said parties to this agreement have Jiereunto signed their names, the day and year 
first above written. * 
Signed in the presence of 
I /)/' Seller w 
Buyer 
| | I 
">% \%l 
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EXHIBIT MDH 
WHEREAS, this contract description delineates a dividing 
line on the center line of a private road lying between property 
contracted herein to the buyer and property retained by the seller. 
Seller retains an easement in conuncn with others over the half of the 
roadway purchased by buyer and seller grants an easement in common 
with others to buyer over the half of the roadway retained by seller. 
Seller agrees within 30 days of date hereof to provide 
buyer with a title report showing equitable title in seller to the 
herein described property subject to the claims of title in Anthony 
and Ruth Raggozine and subject to the liens herein described. 
If buyer makes payment in full within 2 years of date of 
this agreement, seller agrees to discount balance by $1,950.00. 
Upon escrowing to Pioneer Title and Abstract Company of 
the unpaid balance hereunder, seller shall within 30 days pay the 
amount due under his contract with Anthony and Ruth Raggozine so as 
to clear title to property purchased by buyer. 
If buyer makes payment of $12,000.00 in addition to monthly 
payments herein reserved, Seller agrees to provide a quit clciim deed of 
one acre of ground for each such $12,000.00 payment. 
Seller agrees to cooperate fully with the buyer to obtain 
a partial release from Anthony and Ruth Raggozine and any others 
having an interest in said property. 
Seller agrees to apply any advance or acreage payments on 
his unpaid obligations to clear indebtedness against property 
purchased by the buyer. 
EXHIBIT "A" 
Beginning at a point on the- East side of the Carterville 
Road, which point is North 520.03 feet and East 1381.56 feet from 
the West quarter corner of Section 25, Township 6 South, Range 2 
East, Salt Lake Base & Meridian; thence North 3° 05r East along 
fence and Carterville Road 151.25 feet; thence North 74° 46-1/2f 
East 130.92 feet to the center line of an existing road; thence 
North 64° 03' East 54.05 feet; thence South 85° 12* East 48.11 
feet; thence South 36° 26• East 92.31 feet; thence leaving the 
center line of the existing road; thence South 90,80 feet; thence 
^ East 160.00 feet; thence North 96,92 feet; thence East 157.74 
g feet; thence South 16° 38• East 58.14 feet; thence South 6° 56• 
O West 70.89 feet; thence South 24° 42* East 148.45 feet? thence' 
g North 82° 53• West 195.33 feet along a fence; thence South 6° 16' 
6 West 41.96 feet along a fence; thence North 82° 42' West 305.94 
feet along a fence; thence North 88°03' West 33.77 feet along a 
fence to J. Theron Smith property; thence North 2° 12• East 
90.00 feet along fence and said property line; thence North 85° 
18' West along a fence and property line 142.00 feet to beginning 
and to the Carterville Road. 
Included in this sale is one-half of all water rights 
owned in connection with the former H. Vern Wentz property, (said 
one-half being 0.6 share of West Smith Ditch plus one-half of any,: 
decreed rights), to go to buyer. 
••THIi IS A LEGALLY BINDINli CONTRACT IF NOT UNDERSTOOD, SEEK COMPETENT ADVICE." 
ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT 
THIS AGREEMENT, made in the City ot.~ fejSft State of U«*> on the .!=?..?.. day of 
Mt**wdtt-~r~. 19.7.? by and between .......P.enriis„ Lyn.Q.. Syke s 
hereinafter referred to a t the assignors, 
hereinafter referred to as the assignees, 
WITNESSETH: 
WHEREAS, under date of Np.vember..l3..... 19.7.4 Howard..P,...Ha.tP.b...aM 
.$a.?.i9.?.i£...?.^..^ , as sellers, entered into a Uniform Real Estate Contract with 
....Dennis ...Lynn.Sykes ., # 
as buyers, of ..3..<£&&....~. U tah , which contract is delivered herewith, where in and whereby the said sellers 
agreed to sell a n d t h e said buyers agreed to purchase, upon the terms, conditions, and provisions therein set 
forth, al l that certain land, wi th the buildings and improvements thereon, erected, situate, lying and being in 
the County of S ? r . ™ .., State of Utah , and more particularly described as follows: 
See Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by reference made a part 
hereof• 
to which agreement in wr i t ing , reference is hereby made for all of the terms, conditions and provisions 
thereof, and 
WHEREAS, the assignees desire to acquire f rom the assignors all of the right, title and interest of the 
assignors in said property above described as evidenced by said written agreement. 
N O W , THEREFORE, it is hereby mutually agreed as follows: 
1 . That the assignors in consideration of the Payment of Ten Dollars and other good and valuable 
consideration, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, assign to the assignees, al l their right, title a n d 
interest in and to said above described property as evidenced by the aforesaid Uniform Real Estate Contract 
of . N p V « S 5 S E - . i ? . . . 19 .7 .4 . . , concerning the above described property. 
2 . That to induce the assignees to pay the said sum of money and to accept the said contract, and the 
rights obligation pursuant thereto the assignors hereby represent to the assignees as follows: 
a . That the assignors have duly performed all the conditions of the said contract. 
b. That the contract is now in full force and effect and that the unpaid balance of said contract is 
$ , wi th interest paid to the day of , 19 
c. That said contract is assignable. 
3. That in consideration of the assignors executing and delivering this agreement, the assignees cove-
nant wi th the assignors as follows: 
a . That the assignees wi l l duly keep, observe and perform all of the terms, conditions and provisions 
of the soid agreement that are to be kept, observed and performed by the assignors. 
b. That the assignees wi l l save and hold harmless the assignors of and from any and all actions, suits, 
costs, damages, claims and demands whatsoever arising by reason of a n act or omission of the 
assignees. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The parties hereto have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year 
first above written. 
WITI 
\£ 
* , ' " 
ASSIGNORS 
WITNI! 
FORM 116—ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT—KCU.V CO.. 39 W. NINTH SOUTH, l . u . . UTAH 
71 K—tp 
ASSICNCCS 
APPROVED FORM — UTAH SECURITIES COMMISSION 
0 % f l I I M i e ^ 
AMENDED ANSWER 
COUNTERCLAIM, AND 
THIRD-PARTY COMPLAINT 
Ft* f i . 
t • ip.Tu JUDICIAL LJlSTR'Ol CC'JRi 
HOWARD F . HATCH ' CK UTAH COUNTY.STATL Of UTAH 
P.O. Box 190 rQ 
PROVO, UTAH 84601 1381 HM 12 r« # ^ 
( 8 0 1 ) 3 7 7
-
3 4
° ° WLUAW.HU^LERK 
( j / ^ ^ .-DEPUTY 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF UTAH COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
DENNIS L. SYKES, DWANE J. SYKES, 
PATRICIA SYKES AND JOHNNY IVERSON, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
HOWARD F. HATCH, MARJORIE S. HATCH, 
HOWARD HATCH & ASSOCIATES, (formerly
 n . ., .. *., 10i 
EQUITABLE REALTY, INC.) C l V l 1 N ° " 5 7' 1 2 7 
Defendants. 
HOWARD F. HATCH, MARJORIE S. HATCH, 
HOWARD HATCH, & ASSOCIATES (formerly 
EQUITABLE REALTY, INC.) 
Third-Party Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ANTHONY RAGOZZINE AND 
RUTH W. RAGOZZINE, 
PROVO LAND TITLE COMPANY, 
LEON PETER PIEROTTI AND 
KAREN E. PIEROTTI, 
Third-Party Defendants. 
Comes now the Defendants, Howard F. Hatch, Marjorie 
S. Hatch, Howard Hatch and Associates (formerly Equitable 
Realty, Inc.), by and through Howard F. Hatch, for and on 
behalf of himself, his wife, and the corporation of which 
he is president, and submits the following Amended Answer 
and Counterclaim to the Complaint by Dennis L. Sykes, et 
al. on file herein as referenced above and make a Third-
Party Complaint against Third-Party Defendants, Anthony 
Ragozzine and Ruth W. Ragozzine, Provo Land Title Company, 
Leon Peter Pierotti and Karen E. Pierotti. 
ANSWER 
In response to the specific allegations contained in 
the above-referenced complaint, Defendants specifically 
admit, deny, or allege as follows: 
1. Defendants lack sufficient knowledge to admit or 
deny that Dennis L. Sykes is a resident of Anchorage, 
Alaska as alleged in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint. 
Defendants have never met or talked to said Dennis L. Sykes 
even though his name appears on several documents used in 
connection with a real estate transaction between the 
Defendants and Dwane J. Sykes, one of the named Plaintiffs, 
which had as its basis, an Option for Sale of Real Estate 
dated 6 June, 1974. It was, however, Defendants under-
standing that Dennis L. Sykes was purely a straw man for 
and in behalf of said Dwane J. Sykes for the purpose of 
effecting the transaction in a way inurring to the personal 
advantage of Dwane J. Sykes for reasons unknown to Defen-
dants. It is believed by Defendants, however, that Mr. 
Dennis L. Sykes never at any time had any genuine interest 
in the property, that he failed in fact to provide any con-
sideration whatsoever for his purported interest and that 
his involvement in the transaction was purely a fiction 
to enable Dwane J. Sykes to obtain some advantage, the true 
basis for which Defendants are unaware. 
2. Defendants admit that, to the best of their know-
ledge and belief, Dwane J. and Patricia Sykes are residents 
of Orem, Utah County as alleged in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs1 
Complaint. They further believe that Johnny Iverson is 
a resident of Utah County living in the area of America 
Fork but have no evidence to indicate that he actually 
lives within the City limits of said community. 
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3. Defendants admit Paragraphs 3, 4, and 5 of Plain-
tiffs' Complaint. 
4. In answer to Paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, 
Defendants admit that on or about the 6th day of June, 
1974, they did enter into an Option for Sale of Real Estate, 
the terms of which were later incorporated in a Uniform 
Real Estate Contract dated November 13, 1974. This led 
to the execution of a Warranty Deed dated May 26, 1975 
with Howard F. Hatch and Marjorie S. Hatch as 
grantors, and Dennis Lynn Sykes, a single man, 
as grantees, copies of which are attached 
hereto as Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 respectively. Defendants 
deny that they, or any of their agents representing them, 
ever agreed to grant an Option to any additional property 
in connection with the above-referenced agreements and that 
the only property Plaintiffs have any claim whatsoever on, 
which belongs or belonged to Defendants, is that portion 
referred to as the south approximate 3.25 acres which was 
described in the documents marked Exhibits 1, 2, and 3. 
5. Defendants have no knowledge upon which to base 
a belief as to the validity of the assertion made in Para-
graph 7. 
6. Defendants categorically deny that the handwritten 
Option for Sale of Real Estate referred to in Paragraph 
8 of Plaintiffs' Complaint is germane in any way to the 
terms agreed upon by the parties in connection with the 
Option granted the 6th day of June, 1974, a copy of which 
is marked Exhibit 1 and attached hereto, and affirmatively 
assert that only those terms and conditions as stated in 
the duly executed Option governed in any way the trans-
action as effected between the parties. Defendants further 
affirmatively allege that the Notice of Interest referred 
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to and which was attached by Plaintiffs as Exhibit C is 
a fabrication in whole cloth by what appears to be the hand 
of Plaintiffs, that it was neither prepared by the Defen-
dants, nor has ever been seen prior to the commencement 
of this action by the Defendants, nor was ever countenanced 
or approved by the Defendants and that the initials which 
purport to be those of the Defendants on the bottom of the 
instrument have been placed there by some other person or 
persons than the Defendants, and therefore Defendants do 
deny that the document attached to Plaintiffs1 Complaint 
and marked Exhibit C is a valid document. Furthermore, 
Defendants would deny that Plaintiffs had any right whatso-
ever to execute said document and that such constitutes 
an unjustified cloud on the title of Defendants property. 
Defendants further make the observation that such a Notice 
of Interest would have had validity only in the case where 
it reflects the existence of some other underlying document 
which it alleges to memorialize. Defendants admit that 
an agreement was entered into between the Plaintiffs and 
Defendants as to the sale of approximately 3.25 acres which 
is more formally described in the documents referred to 
above and marked as Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 and attached here-
to. Defendants deny categorically Plaintiffs1 claim in 
subparagraph (b) of Paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs' complaint 
and deny that Plaintiffs were ever given the right to pur-
chase the north property on terms equivalent to the pur-
chase of the south portion. 
8. Defendants have no immediate recollection of having 
received the Assignment of Contract referred to in Para-
graph 10 of the Plaintiffs' Complaint and marked as Exhibit 
E attached thereto but fail to see any relevance of said 
document to the subject case and would therefore put the 
Plaintiffs upon their burden of proof to show the relevance 
and establish the authenticity of said document. 
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9. Defendants were in no way a party to the trans-
action referred to in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs1 Com-
plaint, have therefore no knowledge upon which to base a 
belief as to the validity of the claim made therein and 
would therefore put Plaintiffs on their burden of proof 
to establish the relevance and/or validity of their asser-
tions made therein. 
10. Defendants admit that sometime during the summer 
of 1975, the Plaintiffs, Dwane J. Sykes and Patricia Sykes 
did notify Defendants of Plaintiffs1 desire to obtain a 
Warranty Deed to the property they had purchased commonly 
known as the south portion and referenced in the documents 
attached hereto as Numbered Exhibits 1, 2, and 3, but cate-
gorically deny that any discussion was ever had as to what 
they allege in Paragraph 12 and 13 as a right to exercise 
an option on the north portion of the property and deny 
that a check in any amount was ever tendered to the Defen-
dants for the purchase thereof except such monies as were 
being tendered to complete payment of the portion of the 
property they had taken under option and which is described 
as Numbered Exhibit 1 attached hereto. 
11. Defendants acknowledge that Plaintiff tendered 
the amount due under the option and contract referenced 
herein as Exhibits 1 and 2 for the purchase of the south 
property and subsequent to acceptance of said tender, did 
in fact give a Warranty Deed to the property in question 
governed by the referenced documents and for which the 
money was being paid. 
12. Defendants have insufficient knowledge to admit 
or deny Plaintiffs' assertions in paragraph number 14 of 
Plaintiffs' Complaint and therefore put Plaintiffs upon 
their burden of proof in reference to said assertion. 
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13. Defendants deny that the Plaintiffs ever made a 
demand upon Defendants for the exercise of a purported op-
tion on the north portion of the property that they ever 
tendered any amount to defendants for same prior to 1980 
as alleged in Paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint. 
Furthermore, Defendants deny having ever received any 
correspondence from Plaintiff dated May 19, 1975 having 
anything whatsoever to do with a purported Option to the 
north property. 
14. Defendants deny that Plaintiff at any time prior 
to 1980 ever even asserted the right to purchase Defen-
dants1 property, commonly referred to as the north portion 
as they allege in Paragraph 16 of the Plaintiffs1 Complaint, 
that Plaintiffs ever had any such right or that Plaintiffs 
ever tendered any sums for the exercise of any alleged 
option for said property and that when Plaintiffs did make 
such demands in the early part of 1980, these demands were 
immediately denounced as having no validity whatsoever and 
that all such attempts by Plaintiffs were fraudulent. Further-
more, the Defendants complained to the Utah County Attorneyfs 
Office that an attempt was being made upon them to extort 
them by resorting to a multiplicity of false accusations 
and charges threatened by the Plaintiffs in an attempt to 
gain such advantage. 
15. In response to Paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint, 
Defendants admit that they had no agreement with Mr. Ragozzine 
governing the release or partial release of any portion 
of the property they were then purchasing from Mr. Ragozzine 
prior to full payment but affirmatively assert that this 
was clearly explained to Plaintiffs at the time Defendants 
and Plaintiffs entered into the agreements marked Exhibit 
1, 2, and 3. Defendants further affirmatively allege and 
complain that Plaintiffs interferred in a business relationship 
between Defendants and said Anthony and Ruth Ragozzine in 
an attempt to obtain an economic advantage by so doing in 
that they solicited from Mr. and Mrs. Ragozzine a monetary 
reward for forcing Defendants to pre-pay the contract balance 
in advance of the time set forth in the contractual agreement. 
16. Defendants have no direct knowledge upon which 
to base a belief as to the validity of the assertions made 
in Paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint and therefore put 
Plaintiffs on their burden of proof to establish the accu-
racy and relevancy of said claim. 
17. Defendants categorically deny that Plaintiffs ever 
tendered any monies in excess of those required under their 
Purchase Agreement in order to obtain clear title to the 
south portion of the property which they were purchasing 
as alleged in Paragrah 19 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint, and 
which was governed by the documents referred to herein-
above and identified as Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 attached 
hereto. Further, Defendants deny any knowledge of the 
Plaintiff having prepared a Warranty Deed for Defendants 
execution other than one that they may have prepared in 
connection with the purchase of the south portion of the 
property. 
18. Defendants admit that they have willfully and I 
intentionally refused to acknowledge any alleged right of 
Plaintiffs to exercise an Option to Purchase for the north 
portion of the property as alleged in Paragraph 20 of 
Plaintiffs' Complaint for the simple reason that no such 
option was ever given and that Plaintiffs never at any 
time prior to 1980 asserted any such purported right to 
purchase said north portion. 
19. Defendants deny assertions made by Plaintiffs in 
Paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint stating that defen-
dants refused to pre-pay their predecessors in interest, 
rely upon the fact that they did, even by Plaintiffs' own 
admission, provide good and sufficient title during the 
summer of 1975, all within what Plaintiffs believe to have 
been the requirements made of them under the terms of the 
Uniform Real Estate Contract referred to herein and iden-
tified as Numbered Exhibit 2. 
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20. Defendants have no knowledge upon which to base 
a belief as to the correctness of Plaintiffs' assertions 
made in Paragraphs 22, 23, and 24 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint 
and therefore put Plaintiffs upon their burden of proof 
as to the relevancy and correctness of said assertions. 
21. Defendants deny any responsibility for what Plain-
tiffs allege to be the case in Paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint. 
22. Defendants do not deny the uniqueness of the 
property referred to commonly as the north portion but deny 
that Plaintiffs were ever given the right to purchase said 
property as they assert in Paragraph 26 of Plaintiff's Com-
plaint. 
23. Defendant, Howard Hatch, admits that he was both 
the seller of the subject property and the licensed real 
estate broker for the real estate company handling the | 
transaction involving the sale of the south portion of the 
property to Mr. Sykes as stated in Paragraph 28 of Plain-
tiffs' Complaint. 
24. Defendants deny ever interferring with the Plain-
tiffs' performance of their contract as alleged in Para-
graph 29 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
25. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies that he had any 
duties to Plaintiffs as alleged in Plaintiff's Paragraph 
30 since he did not represent Plaintiffs in said transaction 
and that if he had any duty to handle said transaction in 
a "fashion that proceeded without misunderstanding or techni-
cal difficulty" it would have been to the State of Utah, 
Real Estate Division, under which he exercised his broker's 
license. Defendant further asserts and affirmatively 
alleges that everything he did in connection with the sale 
of the property referred to in the documents marked Exhibit 
1, 2, and 3 attached hereto were done in a proper fashion, 
in correct order, and in a way as to avoid any misunder^ 
standing or technical difficulty. 
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26. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies having violated 
any duties either to the State of Utah or what Plaintiffs 
allege to have been duties toward them or that he acted 
in any way improperly in the transactions referred to or 
that he failed to memorialize any part of the agreement i 
which was, in fact, entered into by the parties or that 
he interferred in any way with the Plaintiffs1 contractual 
relationships with the Ragozzines or with their ability 
to perform their contract as Plaintiffs allege in Para-
graph 31 of Plaintiff's Complaint. 
27. With reference to subparagraph (a) of Paragraph 31, 
the Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies attempting to "proceed 
with the unsigned agreement" between the parties as alleged, 
that he did in fact refuse to acknowledge any agreement 
between the parties until there was in fact a meeting of 
minds as indicated by the Option granted dated June 6, 1974, 
which agreement contained all of the terms and conditions 
agreed to by the parties governing the said transaction 
and is identified as Exhibit 1. 
28. Defendant, Howard Hatch, admits typing the Optioh 
Agreement referred to herein as Exhibit 1 but denies that 
it was in any means a retyping of the handwritten Option 
as Plaintiffs allege in subparagraph (b) of Paragraph 31 
of Plaintiffs' Complaint or that it had in some way to do 
with the actual terms of the transaction. Defendant, Howard 
Hatch, admits that he was well aware that his wife, Marjorie 
Hatch, was a joint holder of the title but denies any wrong 
doing in excluding her name on the documents since he cus-
tomarily acted as her agent in the buying and selling of 
real property which they commonly held in joint tenancy! 
29. Defendant, Howard Hatch, admits having not 
eluded in the Option for Real Estate marked Exhibit B of 
the Plaintiffs' Complaint and referred to in subparagraph 
(c) under Paragraph 31 which Plaintiffs allege would have 
made reference to an Option to Purchase the north portion 
of the property for the simple reason that no such agreef-
ment was ever reached and further denies having taken any 
purported Memorandum note as alleged by the Plaintiffs and 
states that to his knowledge no such note ever existed. 
i 
30. With reference to subparagraph (d) of Paragraph 
31 of the Plaintiffs' Complaint, Defendant, Howard Hatch, 
denies ever having interferred with what has been alleged 
to be an attempt by Mr. Clifford D. Foutain to obtain the 
signature of Defendant, Marjorie Hatch, on the Option Agree-
ment marked was Exhibit 1 herein, and affirmatively alleges 
that there never was any document executed by Defendants 
which made reference to the north portion of the property 
as has been previously stated and Defendants believe the 
so-called Notice of Interest in Real Property marked Ex-^  
hibit C of Plaintiffs1 Complaint to be a document totally 
without merit, and which has been completely fabricated 
by Plaintiffs. 
31. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies ever having inter-
ferred with Plaintiffs' attempt to purchase property owned 
by Anthony and Ruth Ragozzine as alleged in subparagraph 
(e) under Paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs' Complaint or that 
he ever purposely bid against Plaintiffs for the said pro-
perty. On the contrary, it was the Ragozzines who approached 
the Defendant, Howard Hatch, in an effort to interest him 
in the purchase of the property in opposition to an offer 
which Plaintiff, Dwane J. Sykes, had made to him and which 
he felt to be an adequate one. But since he did not trust 
Mr. Sykes to perform as agreed and said he preferred to 
do business with Defendants, he invited an offer from them. 
Consequently, Mr. Hatch did make an offer on the property 
which was declined by Mr. Ragozzine because it was inferior 
to the one Mr. Sykes had made him either in total price 
or in the amount of downpayment being paid. Mr. Ragozzine 
attempted to entice Defendant to better the offer, but Mr. 
Hatch declined to do so saying that he was not interested 
in getting into a bidding situation with Mr. Sykes. 
Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies that the purchase of 
the Ragozzine home had anything whatsoever to do with any 
alleged option given to Mr. Sykes for the north property 
and sees no logical connection between his purchase of the 
Ragozzine property and what he alleges to be an option given 
him for the purchase of the north property since it repre-
sented absolutely no valuable consideration to Defendants. 
Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies that his having made an 
offer on the Ragozzine property constituted in any way a 
contravention of his agreement to fully cooperate with the 
buyer in obtaining a release of the portion of the pro-
perty to the south so that Plaintiff, Sykes, could build 
a home thereon. 
32. With reference to subparagraph (f) and (g) of 
Paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint, Defendant, Howard 
Hatch, denies that he failed to or refused to perform any 
agreement which he made with the Plaintiffs or that he pre-
tended to be unaware of the Option Agreement (and only Op-
tion Agreement) which existed between the parties and which 
is identified herein as Exhibit 1; nor has Defendant at 
any time denied a relationship with Dwane J. Sykes since 
he was the only party with whom any of the dealing took 
place. He admits only that at one point in time he challenged 
Dwane J. Sykes as to what right he had to make demands on 
Mr. Hatch since the property acquisition was in fact made 
by his brother, Dennis L. Sykes, but that was in an effort 
to clarify exactly who the real purchaser was. 
33. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies ever having refused 
to provide evidence of good title as alleged in subparagraph 
(h) of Paragraph 31 or that he ever threatened to foreclose 
the contract except for non-payment. 
34. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies the allegations 
made in subparagraph (i) of Paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs1 
Complaint. 
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35. Defendants deny Plaintiffs1 allegations made in 
Paragraph 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, and 37 and therefore put 
Plaintiffs upon their proof for all such allegations. 
36. Defendants deny the allegations made in Paragraph 
39 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
37. Defendant, Howard Hatch, has no knowledge upon 
which to base a belief as to the allegations made in Para-
graph 40 of Plaintiffs1 Complaint and therefore denies the 
same. 
38. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies Plaintiffs1 alle-
gations in Paragraph 41. 
39. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies any wrongful acts 
as alleged by Plaintiffs in Paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint. Defendant, Howard Hatch, does admit that on 
one occasion he did cut down pyrocantha shrubs and other 
trees on his own property and is at a loss as to how Plain-
tiffs can claim that it was on his own property and denies 
that he ever threatened Dwane J. Sykes with a chain saw 
or any other instrument and puts Plaintiffs on their burden 
of proof for any of the other allegations made in subpara-
graphs (a) through (m) of Paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs1 Com-
plaint except that certain fish were caught out of the pond 
which is and has, since 1975, been owned jointly by the 
Plaintiffs, Sykes, and the Defendants, Hatchs, and that 
the Hatchs were within their right to do so on that basis. 
40. Defendants deny the Plaintiffs1 allegations made 
in Paragraph 43 and 44 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
41. Defendants deny any responsibility for any alleged 
wrong doing as indicated by Plaintiffs in Paragraphs 46, 
47, or 48 of the Plaintiffs1 Complaint. 
42. Defendants have insufficient knowledge upon which 
to base an absolute denial of Paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs1 
Complaint but believe, upon the best of their knowledge 
and information, that Mr. Johnny Iverson did in. fact 
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purchase the property belonging to Leon and Karen Pierotti 
but that never at anytime prior to the filing of the subject 
Complaint, did Plaintiff, Sykes, ever acknowledge that Plain-
tiff, Johnny Iverson, was acting on his behalf. 
43. Defendants admit having sold to the Pierottis 
a portion of the property but deny any wrong doing connected 
thereto as alleged in Paragraphs 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, and 
56 and further affirmatively allege that at no time did 
the Pierottis pay taxes on any property that they had except 
that which they had purchased under contract and which was 
clearly spelled out in the contract or that Hatch was guilty 
of any wrong doing in connection with said taxes. 
44. In response to Paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs1 Com-
plaint, Defendants admit that someone has been paying re-
cent taxes on the property without their permission or author-
ization and that a letter of inquiry has been directed to 
the County requesting information as to the party making 
such unauthorized payments as to their identity but to date 
no response to said inquiry has been received. Defendants 
deny the right on the part of Iverson or Pierottis to obtain 
possession of any portion of the property other than that 
which they specifically purchased under the contract agree-
ment. 
45. In response to Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs' Com-
plaint, Defendants admit that Pierottis did clear a portion 
of the property beyond his boundary line with Defendant, 
Hatch's, permission only as a favor to him in allowing him 
to extend the usable area of their back yard. Defendant, 
Hatch, does admit that at one time the discussions were 
had between Pierottis and Hatchs as to the possibility of 
trading some additional back yard property for what had 
been sold on the contract to Pierottis, to wit, a five-
foot portion which exceeded their fence line to the south 
of the Pierotti house. 
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46. In answer to Paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs' Com-
plaint, Defendants deny that Plaintiffs have any right 
whatsoever to any portion of the property beyond the pro-
perty described in the legal descriptions on the respective 
conveyances. Defendants deny any wrong doing in connec-
tion with the sale of the property to Pierottis as alleged 
in Plaintiffs1 Paragraph 61 through 63 and affirmatively 
allege that Plaintiff, Johnny Iverson, has breached the 
provisions of the contract between Hatch and Pierottis which 
provided that any subsequent sale would require, and provide 
for • Hatch to have a first right of refusal over said property 
as to price and terms, etc. It is believed, and therefore 
alleged by the Defendants, that the party who presently 
claims title to the property is in fact Dwane J. Sykes, 
which would constitute a subsequent sale or conveyance which 
would therefore be in violation of the original contract 
with Pierotti. A copy of said Contract is attached as Ex-
hibit 4. 
47. Defendant, Howard Hatch, denies willful trespass 
as alleged in Paragraph 66 of the Plaintiffs1 Complaint, 
and affirmatively alleges it is the Plaintiffs who are guilty 
of willful trespass and of wrongfully utilizing Defendants' 
property for their own purposes, completely without authority 
from Defendants and contrary to repeated requests and warnings. 
48. Defendants deny any obligation to reform the Deed 
or to alter the terms, conditions, or legal description 
of the property as conveyed by the Warranty Deed attached 
hereto as Exhibit No. 3 as alleged by Plaintiffs in Paragraphs 
68 through 71. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray that Plaintiffs take away 
nothing, that Defendants' title be quieted with respect 
to Plaintiffs' false claims against same and that Defendants 
be granted their attorney's fees and all court costs inci-
dental to subject action. 
COUNTER CLAIM AND THIRD-PARTY COMPLAINT 
COMES NOW, Howard F. Hatch, for and in behalf of him-
self, his wife, Marjorie S. Hatch, and the corporation for 
which he is president, Howard Hatch and Associates (formerly 
Equitable Realty Inc.) hereinafter referred to as "Hatch" 
and counter claims against Plaintiffs and makes a Third-
Party Complaint against the Third-Party Defendants, Anthony 
Ragozzine and Ruth W. Ragozzine, his wife; Provo Land Title 
Company; and Leon Peter Pierotti and Karen E. Pierotti, 
his wifer as follows: 
1. Howard Hatch and Associates is a Utah Corporation 
originally formed under the name Equitable Realty, Inc. 
according to the laws of the State of Utah with its prin-
cipal office in Provo, Utah. Howard F. Hatch and Marjorie 
S. Hatch are residents of Utah County. 
2. Third-Party Defendants, Anthony Ragozzine and Ruth 
W. Ragozzine are residents of Hurricane, Washington County, 
Utah. 
3. Provo Land Title Company is a Utah Corporation 
organized under the laws of the State of Utah with its 
principal office at 255 East 100 South, Provo, Utah. 
4. Third-Party Defendants, Leon Peter Pierotti and 
Karen E. Pierotti are residents of Orem, Utah County, Utah. 
5. The contracts entered into which form the basis 
of Counter-claim and Third-Party Complaint were entered 
into in Utah County. 
6. On or about March 23, 1975, or subsequent to that 
time and prior to July 25, 1975, Third-Defendants, Anthony 
Ragozzine and Ruth W. Ragozzine endorsed in blank a water 
certificate describing 1.2 shares of West Smith Ditch irri-
gation water and delivered it into the hands of Third-Party 
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Defendant, Provo Land Title Company, with the intention 
that said water shares be turned over to Third-Party Plain-
tiffs, Howard F. and Marjorie S. Hatch, as per the terms 
of their contract with Equitable Realty, Inc., dated 1 Novem-
ber, 1971, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 5 and 
as further reiterated in the Warranty Deed marked and 
attached hereto as Exhibit 6. 
7. On or about July 25, 1975, Hatch executed a 
Warranty Deed to Sykes, a copy of which is attached hereto 
as Exhibit 3, previously referred to in Defendants1 Answer, 
which deeded to Sykes approximately 3.25 acres of land on 
Carterville Road commonly referred to in this Answer and 
in Plaintiffs1 Complaint as the south portion and carried 
with it .6 shares of West Smith Ditch to grantees. 
8. Plaintiff, Dwane J. Sykes, at some point there-
after made demand upon Provo Land Title Company for deli-
very of the said water certificate well knowing that said 
water shares belonged to Howard F. and Marjorie S. Hatch, 
did with malice aforethought and fraudulent intent order 
Mr. Melvin Ludlow, the Secretary of the West Smith Ditch 
Water Company, to record all 1.2 water shares in Sykes1 
name. 
9. Said act was not discovered by Hatch until the 
following irrigation season at which time Hatch made demand 
on Dwane J. Sykes to rectify his action which he, Sykes, 
characterized as a mistake. 
10. In his letter of September 10, 1976, Hatch made 
demand upon Dwane J. Sykes, to correct the action which 
had been taken and to order Mr. Melvin Ludlow to restore 
to Hatch, the .6 share of said West Smith Ditch irrigation 
water which was that portion of the water to have been re-
tained by them. 
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11. In spite of such demand, Sykes failed or refused 
to correct the action which he had characterized as a mis-
take but which we have reason to believe was intentionally 
fraudulent on his part. 
12. In January of 1977, Hatch obtained counsel of 
Ronald J. Schiess, Attorney-at-Law, who had recently moved 
from Grass Valley, California, and who was then practicing 
law in the State of Utah, to follow through on this matter 
and obtain redress for the wrong Dwane J. Sykes had done 
them. Mr. Schiess made demand upon Mr. Sykes to redress 
the wrong he had committed, and at the same time notified 
Third-Party Defendants, Provo Land Title Company, and Mr. 
and Mrs. Anthony Ragozzine to assist in rectifying this 
wrong. Mr. Sykes stubbornly refused to do as requested 
and Third-Party Defendants, Provo Land Title Company and 
Mr. and Mrs. Anthony Ragozzine either failed or refused 
to lend any assistance in correcting the matter. 
13. During the intervening time, Hatch, made several 
demands upon Sykes to correct the matter but all without 
success. On November 21, 1978, Hatch renewed his demand 
upon Mr. Ragozzine to perform his requirements as outlined 
under the Uniform Real Estate Contract by and between the 
parties in conveying the water shares to them which were 
called for in both the Uniform Real Estate Contract and 
the Warranty Deed. 
14. During all this time, Dwane J. Sykes was taking 
other liberties with the property which did not rightfully 
belong to him such as trespassing thereon, keeping and main-
taining horses in the wet pasture portion of the property be-
longingto Defendants, Hatch, picking the cherries and black 
berries on the property, posting signs on the property with-
out the permission of the owner, utilizing the half of the 
pond belonging to Hatch, without their permission, dredging 
materials from the pond and depositing it on Hatchs' property, 
and many other serious and flagrant violations of the property 
rights belonging to Hatch. 
15. Hatch reiterated his demands on Dwane J. Sykes 
in a letter dated February 15, 1980 but without any success-
ful result. 
16. On August 11, 1980, Hatch reiterated his previous 
demands made in the letter of February 15 and warned Mr. 
Sykes against his further trespasses on the property which 
included the posting of a sign on the property which it 
is believed by Hatch constitutes a slander of title as well 
as interference in a business relationship with regard to 
business had by Hatch with Zions First National Bank as 
well as Mr. Sykes involvement in an attempt to circumvent 
the provisions of the Uniform Real Estate Contract by and 
between Hatch and Third-Party Defendants Pierottis. 
17. On or about February 15, 1980, Plaintiff, Dwane 
J. Sykes, appeared at the office of Defendant, Hatch, hand-
ing him a long list of threats intending to coerce the 
Hatchs into a forced sale of the north portion of the pro-
perty based on what he, Dwane J. Sykes, alleged to be a 
verbal option granted him for the purchase of the north 
portion of the property but which claims Defendants, Hatch, 
vigoriously denied, and which demands Hatch refused cate-
gorically to comply with. Thereafter, Sykes attempted on 
various occasions to bring pressure to bear on Defendants, 
Hatch, to force them to do so. 
18. Shortly after these demands were made on Defen-
dants, Hatch, in Feburary, 1980, a Complaint was filed with 
the County Attorney's Office charging Sykes with attempted 
extortion. 
19. On or about October 3, 1980, Dwane J. Sykes 
and/or Dennis L. Sykes caused to be recorded of record in 
the Office of Utah County Recorder, an instrument entitled 
Notice of Interest in Real Property which purports to be 
notice of an existing option to purchase property belonging 
-18-
to Defendants, Hatch, and referred to herein as the north 
portion of the subject property, which action constitutes 
a slander of title on Defendants' property. 
20. Furthermore, Dennis L. Sykes, and/or Dwane J. 
Sykes, either affixed or caused to be affixed feloniously 
the initials of Howard F. Hatch and Marjorie S. Hatch to 
the above-referenced document entitled Notice of Interest 
in Real Property and recorded in the Office of Utah County 
Recorder October 3, 1980. During the spring and/or summer 
of 1980, Dwane J. Sykes removed from the premises belonging 
to Defendants, Hatch, a "For Sale" sign bearing the name 
of Equitable Realty which advertized for sale the property 
which had been listed with said company which action repre-
sents trespass and interference in a business relationship. 
21. Furthermore, Dwane J. Sykes either posted or 
caused to be posted on Hatchs' property a sign containing 
the following warning: "This land is not for sale, any pro-
spective buyer would be buying a lawsuit. D. Sykes, owner." 
It is believed by Defendants that said action by Sykes, 
represents a flagrant slander of title and should be severely 
penalized by the Court. 
22. That on or about 30 July, 1973, Hatchs entered 
into a Uniform Real Estate Contract with Third-Party 
Defendants, Leon Peter Pierotti and later by amendment 
Karen E. Pierotti, his wife, for the sale of the house 
located approximately 1525 South, Carterville Road; which 
transaction is more fully described in the Uniform Real 
Estate Contract attached as Exhibit 4 and which contains 
in Paragraph 20 the following provision: "Seller shall have 
the first right of refusal on any and all subsequent sales 
of said property." 
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23. On or about September 14, 1979, Leon Peter 
Pierotti and Karen E. Pierotti, as sellers, and Johnny M. 
Iverson, as buyer, entered into an agreement whereby the 
Uniform Real Estate Agreement as described in the previous 
paragraph was assigned to Plaintiff, Johnny M. Iverson. 
Subsequent to said assignment, the subject property was 
in fact assigned to Dwane J. Sykes, surreptitiously and 
without complying with the provisions of paragraph 20 in 
the original Uniform Real Estate Contract referred to 
hereinabove. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants, Hatch, prays for judgment on 
its Counter Claim and Third-Party Complaint as follows: 
1. An Order by the Court decreeing that .6 shares 
of West Smith Ditch Water Company presently in Sykes* name 
be recorded in favor of Counter Claimants, Howard F. Hatch 
and Marjorie S. Hatch. 
2. That Counter Claimants be awarded Ten Thousand 
and no/100 Dollars ($10,000.00) in punitive damages against 
Dwane J. Sykes, Patricia Sykes, and Dennis L. Sykes, who 
wrongfully appropriated the water shares which, as they 
were fully aware, belonged to Counter Claimants, Hatch. 
3. For Five Thousand and no/100 Dollars ($5,000.00) 
actual damages to Counter Claimants' property due to lack 
of irrigation water during the irrigating seasons of 1976 
through 1980 which was needed for the support of the trees, 
shrubs, bushes, and flowers, many of which died. 
4. For One Thousand Eight Hundred and no/100 Dollars 
($1,800.00) actual damages for the use of the wet pasture 
that Sykes not only utilized by rented out and collected 
rents on. 
5. That Counter Claimants, Hatch, be awarded punitive 
damages in the amount of Five Thousand and no/100 Dollars 
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($5,000.00) against Plaintiffs, Sykes, for their continued 
trespasses on the property despite repeated warnings given 
them by Counter Claimants. 
6. For Five Hundred and no/100 Dollars ($500.00) 
actual damages to Counter Claimants against Plaintiffs, 
Sykes, for misappropriation of berry crops belonging to 
Counter Claimants to wit: sour cherries and black berries. 
7. For One Thousand and no/100 Dollars ($1,000.00) 
actual damages done to the wet pasture area when Plain-
tiffs, Sykes, deposited dirt, rock, and debris therein 
which had been dredged from the pond, a portion of which 
belonged to Counter Claimants and for which no permission 
was obtained. 
8. For Five Hundred and no/100 Dollars ($500.00) 
actual loss to Hatch for large pine logs and sections of 
concrete pipe which were misappropriated by Plaintiffs, 
Sykes. 
9. That the Counter Claimants be awarded actual 
damages in the amount of Fifty Thousand and no/100 Dollars 
($50,000.00) for the repeated inteference in business re-
lationships when Counter Claimants were attempting to sell 
the subject property and for the slander of title perpe-
trated by Plaintiffs, Sykes, incidental thereto which interference 
caused Hatch to lose the sale of subject property at a time 
when cash was desperately needed. 
10. For Fifty Thousand and no/100 Dollars ($50,000.00) 
punitive damages relating to said interference in the busi-
ness relationship and slander of title causing tremendous 
financial strain and emotional hardship to fall on Defendants, 
Hatch. 
11. For an Order by the Court decreeing a breach in 
the contract provisions by and between Third-Party Plain-
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tiffs, Hatch, and Third-Party Defendants, Pierottis, wherein 
Plaintiff, Johnny M. Iverson, is required to grant to 
Third-Party Plaintiffs, Hatch, the first right of refusal 
to repurchase the property originally sold to Pierotti. 
12. For an Order quieting Title to the north portion 
of the subject property and for an Order enjoining Plain-
tiffs from making any claim to said property. 
13. For injunctive relief, enjoining and restraining 
each of the Plaintiffs from continuing all actions and acts 
whereby they have wrongfully trespassed on Counter Claim-
ants property; for interest at the highest legal rate on 
all actual damages; for costs of Court herein and Attor-
neys1 fees expended in defense of this lawsuit and for such 
other and further relief as the court may deem just and 
proper. 
DATED this day of May, 1981. 
HOWARD F. HATCH 
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MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I, Howard F. Hatch, certify that I did serve Christopher 
B. Cannon, Attorney for Plaintiffs in the above-entitled 
action, the Amended Answer, Counterclaim, and Third-Party 
Complaint, at his address, 80 North 100 East, Provo, Utah 
84601, by personally delivering the same to him, on the __j£i" 
day of May, 1981. 
RECEIPT 
I, Christopher B. Cannon, Attorney for Plaintiffs, 
did receive the Amended Answer, Counterclaim, and Third-
Party Complaint delivered by Howard F. Hatch, on the 
day of May, 1981. 
WARRANTY DEEJ *v- ™ 
HOWARD P. HATCH and HARJORIE S. HATCH, his wife. 
Grantor.*, ol Utafr. •Countyr-Stat+--g£-4Jiah~ 
hereby CONVEY— AND WABRAHT— to 
DENNIS LYNM SYKES, a s i n g l e man 
Grantee.—, of.. Frovo Utah 
StfMt Addrra 
for the sum ~f TEN AND NO/lOO 
oxt 
the following described tract of land in.. 
SUU of Utah, to-wifc 
Utah 
SEE EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED 
Utah 
SUU 
LtDOLLARS 
County. 
WITNESS THE HAND..? of said Grantor 5 this 
S*fa-yZ , A. D. 19 1$ 
Signed in the presence of 
! 
dai of 
County of 
On the 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Utah s 
HOWARD F. HATCH - Grantor 
ffu*sj>4.' 
^IE S. HATCH -""Grantor -XAE 
„J2L<£: day of. , A. D. 19 , personally appeared 
before me, a Notary Public in and for the SUU of Utah, 
H \JARD P. HATCH a o d KARJORIE S . HATCH 
the signer & of the above instrument, who duly acVnowl 
l |4>vr' Mrf£.miflh»ion expire* ^/JLs£Zj'-//-
MAIL TAX NOTICE TO 
\ •»<• tf W»», C» - » »»• W»»k &h %t" l9fiG 
EXHIBIT "A" 
I 
0 
\ 
Beginning at a point on the East side of the Carterville 
Road, which point is North 520.03 feet and East 1381.56 feet from 
the West quarter corner of Section 259 Township 6 South, Bange 2 
East, Salt lake Base & Meridian; thence North 3° 05f East along 
fence and Carterville Boad 151*25 feet; -thence-North-74° 46-1/21 
East 130.^2 feet to the center line of an existing road; thence 
North 64° 03• East 54.05 feet; thence South 85° 12• East 48,11 
feet; thence South 36° 261 East 92.31 feet; thence leaving the 
center line of the existing road; thence South 90.80 feet; thence 
East 160.00 feet; thence North 96.92 feet; thence East 157.74 
feet; thence South 16° 38* East 58.14 feet; thence South 6° 56f 
West 70.89 feet; thence South 24° 421 East 148.45 feet; thence 
North 82° 531 West 195-33 feet along a fence: thence South 6° 161 
West 41.96 feet along a fence; thence North 82° 421 West 305.94 
feet along a fence; thence North 88° 03• West 33.77 feet along a 
fence to J. Theron Smith property; thence North 2° 121 Bast 
90.00 feet along fence and said property line; thence North 85° 
181 West along a feiice and property line 142.00 feet to beginning 
and to the Cartefville Boad. I^^ooi • °°* V "1
 %x<i^ 7 < ^ 
Included in this conveyance is one-half of all water 
rights owned in connection with the former H. Vern Wentz property, 
(said one-half being 0.6 share of West Smith Bitch plus one-half 
of/any decreed rights), to go to grantee. 
WHEREAS this deed description delineates a dividing 
line on the center line of a private road lying between property 
granted herein to the grantee and property retained by the grantor, 
Grantor retains an easement in common with others over the half of 
the roadway conveyed to grantee and grantor grants an easement in 
common with others to grantee over the half of the roadway retained 
by grantor. 
•§> 
§ 
1 
vjr 
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Howard F. Hatch i ^ i'-" P. i ' "' 
P.O. Box 190 
Provo, Utah 84604 , ,111 ^ ' '. '' i: ' 
(801) 377-3400/3440 J^/\^J._.- '••';"•"•' 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF UTAH COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
DENNIS L. SYKES, DWANE J. SYKES, 
PATRICIA SYKES AND JOHNNY IVERSON, 
Plaintiffs, 
-vs-
HOWARD F. HATCH, MARJORIE S. HATCH, 
HOWARD HATCH & ASSOCIATES, (formerly 
EQUITABLE REALTY, INC.) 
Defendants. 
HOWARD F. HATCH, MARJORIE S. HATCH, 
HOWARD HATCH & ASSOCIATES, (formerly 
EQUITABLE REALTY, INC.) 
Third-Party Plaintiffs, Civil No. 57,127 
-vs-
ANTHONY RAGOZZINE AND 
RUTH W. RAGOZZINE, 
PROVO LAND TITLE COMPANY, 
LEON PETER PIEROTTI AND 
KAREN E. PIEROTTI, 
Third-Party Defendants. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
The Defendants, HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE S. HATCH, 
hereby amend their Answer, Counterclaim, and Third-Party 
Complaint as follows: 
AMENDED ANSWER 
(THIRD), AMENDED 
COUNTERCLAIM AND 
THIRD-PARTY COMPLAINT 
(SECOND) 
1 
AMENDED ANSWER 
1. Defendants lack sufficient knowledge to admit or 
deny that DENNIS L. SYKES is a resident of Anchorage, Alaska, 
as alleged in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiff's Complaint. 
2. Defendants admit Paragraph 2 through 5 of 
Plaintiff's Complaint. 
DEFENSES TO THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Breach of Contract 
3. Defendants admit that on or about the 6th day of 
June, 1974 they did enter into an Option for Sale of Real 
Estate, the terms of which were later incorporated in the 
Uniform Real Estate Contract dated November 13, 1974, which 
in turn lead to the execution of a Warranty Deed dated May 
26, 1975 by and between HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE S. 
HATCH, as grantors, and DENNIS LYNN SYKES, a single man, as 
grantee, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibits 1 
through 3 respectively. Defendants, however, deny that they 
or any of their agents ever granted an option to purchase 
additional property to the Plaintiff as claimed in Paragraph 
6 of Plaintiff's Complaint. 
4. Defendants lack sufficient knowledge upon which to 
admit or deny Paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
5. Defendants deny that the handwritten Options for 
Sale of Real Estate identified as Exhibit "A" attached to 
Plaintiff's Complaint has any merit or that it formed any 
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part of the agreement between the p a r t i e s or that i t 
subs tant ia te s in any way P l a i n t i f f s 1 claim to a right to 
purchase anything other than what was descr ibed in 
P l a i n t i f f s 1 Exhibit "B" but rather that i t serves to defeat 
the Pla int i f f s 1 contention that Defendants gave an Option to 
Purchase any real property other than that which i s described 
in Exhibit flB.fl Defendants further assert that the so-called 
Notice of Interest in Real Property identified as Exhibit ,fC,f 
in Pla int i f f s 1 Complaint was never executed in any way by the 
Defendants but rather r e p r e s e n t s a forgery and i s a 
fraudulent document. Further that there never was any other 
wri t ten memoranda which P l a i n t i f f s a l l e g e supported the i r 
purported Option to Purchase of the north portion of the 
subject property as asserted in Paragraph 8 of P l a i n t i f f s 1 
Complaint. 
6. In response to P l a i n t i f f s 1 Paragraph 9 of the 
Complaint, Defendants admit the validity of Exhibits f,Bl! and 
nDn but deny any other of P l a i n t i f f s 1 c laims against the 
Defendants1 property. 
7. Defendants lack s u f f i c i e n t knowledge to admit or 
deny the a l l e g a t i o n s made in Paragraphs 10 and 11 of 
P la int i f f ' s Complaint which referred to Exhibits flEfl and flFlf 
attached thereto. 
8. Defendants deny P l a i n t i f f s 1 a l l e g a t i o n s made in 
Paragraphs 12 through 16. 
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9. With r e s p e c t to P l a i n t i f f s 1 Paragraph 1 7 , t h e 
Defendants in. f a c t had no agreement at a l l wi th t h e i r 
predecessors in t i t l e , ANTHONY and RUTH RAGOZZINE, regarding 
p a r t i a l r e l e a s e s of the property, that t h i s was explained to 
the P l a i n t i f f s before they ever purchased the south portion 
of the property and they thus took the ir chances of obtaining 
any such p a r t i a l r e l e a s e . Defendants agreed only that they 
would cooperate with P l a i n t i f f in h i s attempt to obtain such 
a par t ia l re lease from the RAGOZZINES. 
10. With r e s p e c t t o P a r a g r a p h s 18 and 19 , t h e 
Defendants e i ther deny or lack s u f f i c i e n t knowledge to admit 
the a l l e g a t i o n s made in t h e s e paragraphs and would put the 
P l a i n t i f f f s on the ir burden of proof to e s tab l i sh the same i f 
materia l . 
11. Defendants admit having refused to acknowledge any 
r i g h t on the part of P l a i n t i f f s to purchase the northern 
p o r t i o n of the property as a l l e g e d in Paragraph 20 for the 
reason that no such agreement ever e x i s t e d . 
12. With r e s p e c t to the a l l e g a t i o n s in Paragraphs 21 
through 26, the Defendants e i t h e r deny or lack s u f f i c i e n t 
k n o w l e d g e to admit t h e a l l e g a t i o n s made t h e r e i n , and 
t h e r e f o r e put the P l a i n t i f f s on t h e i r burden of proof t o 
e s t a b l i s h any cause of act ion they might have. 
13. As a f f i r m a t i v e d e f e n s e s to the P l a i n t i f f s 1 F i r s t 
Cause of Act ion (Breach of Land Contrac t ) , the Defendants 
plead the fo l lowing: 
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14. Lack of consideration, reliance on forged documents, 
statute of frauds, or in the alternative, the statute of 
limitations (§ 78-12-25 of the U.J.C), satisfaction and 
accord, contributory negligence, estoppel, waiver, and no 
cause of action. 
DEFENSES TO THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Interference/Breach of Fiduciary 
15. With respect to Plaintiffs1 claims as alleged under 
Paragraphs 27 through 34, Defendants deny that they have 
interferred in any way with contracts involving the Plaintiff 
parties or that they have breached in any way any fiduciary 
duty which might have been owed to any of the parties or that 
they have wronged in any way the Plaintiffs by any act as 
alleged and that the Plaintffs are put upon their burden of 
proof to establish any such claims. Defendants rely on the 
following affirmative defenses: lack of consideration, 
statute of frauds, state of limitations (§§ 78-12-25 and 78-
23-26), laches, and no cause of action. 
DEFENSES TO THE THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of Real Estate Broker's Law 
16. Plaintiffs1 Complaint in Paragraphs 35 through 37 
are hereby denied and Defendants elect as affirmative 
defenses to said complaints the following: laches, no 
standing, statute of limitations (§ 78-12-26) and no cause of 
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action for which relief can be granted. 
DEFENSES TO THE FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 
17. The Defendants deny having intentionally inflicted 
any emotional distress on the Plaintiff parties and would put 
them on their burden of proof as to any such claims as 
alleged in Paragraphs 38 through 44 and would designate as 
affirmative defenses thereto contributory negligence, statute 
of limitations (§ 78-12-26) and no cause of action. 
DEFENSES TO THE FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Wrongful Subdivision 
18. The Defendants deny any wrong doing as described in 
Paragraph 45 through 48 and put the Plaintiffs on their 
burden of proof to establish the same, seeking as their 
affirmative defenses the following: no standing, satisfaction 
anD accord, laches, AND statute of limitations (§§ 78-12-25 
and 78-12-26). 
DEFENSES TO THE SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Adverse Possession in the Alternative 
19. Defendants deny Plaintiffs1 claims under Paragraphs 
49 through 59 allegedly giving Plaintiffs any rights over the 
Defendants1 property by adverse possession and put the 
Plaintiffs upon their burden of proof to establish any 
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material claims and affirmatively allege as defenses the 
statute of limitations (§ 78-12-6 of the U.J.C.), no 
standing, the statute of frauds, lack of consideration, and 
no cause of action-
DEFENSE TO THE SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Wrongful Subdivision, Pierotti Property 
20. Defendants deny Plaintiffs1 allegations in 
Paragraphs 60 through 63 and allege affirmative defenses 
under the statute of limitations ($ 78-12-26), lack of 
consideration, laches, no standing, and no cause of action. 
DEFENSE TO THE EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Trespass 
21. Defendants deny Paragraphs 64 through 66 under 
Plaintiffs1 Eighth Cause of Action and affirmatively allege 
defenses under the statute of limitation (§ 78-12-26), 
laches, and no cause of action. 
DEFENSE TO THE NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Reformation of Deed 
Defendants deny Plaintiffs1 Complaint under the Ninth 
Cause of Action, Paragraphs 67 through 71 and affirmatively 
allege defenses under contributory negligence, laches, 
statute of limitations (§ 78-12-26) and no cause of action. 
For more particular responses to the specific allegations 
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contained within the Plaintiffs' Complaint, the Defendants 
would refer to their original Amended Answer dated December 
22, 1981 and which they incorporate herein by this reference. 
WHEREFORE, the Defendants pray that the Plaintiffs take 
away nothing, the Defendants1 title be quieted with respect 
to the Plaintiffs1 false claims against the same, and that 
the Defendants be granted their attorney's fees, expenses, 
and all court costs incidental to the subject action. 
AMENDED COUNTERCLAIM AND 
THIRD-PARTY COMPLAINT 
COME NOW, HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE S. HATCH, 
Defendants and Third-Party Plaintiffs in the above entitled 
action and make the following counterclaim and Third-Party 
Complaint against the Plaintiffs and Third-Party Defendants, 
ANTHONY RAGOZZINE, RUTH W. RAGOZZINE, his wife; PROVO LAND 
TITLE COMPANY, and LEON PETER PIEROTTI and KAREN E. PIEROTTI, 
his wife, as follows: 
1. HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE S. HATCH hereinafter 
referred to as HATCH are and have been at all times during 
the pendancy of these proceedings residents of Utah County. 
2. Third-Party Defendants, ANTHONY RAGOZZINE and RUTH 
W. RAGOZZINE, are hereinafter referred to as RAGOZZINE, were 
at all times residents of Utah County during which time the 
acts herein complained of were performed but are presently 
residents of Washington County, Utah. 
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3 . PROVO LAND TITLE COMPANY, h e r e i n a f t e r r e f e r r e d to as 
PROVO LAND, i s a Utah Corporat ion organized under the laws of 
t h e S t a t e of Utah w i th i t s p r i n c i p a l o f f i c e s at 255 East 100 
South, Provo, Utah. 
4 . T h i r d - P a r t y D e f e n d a n t s , LEON PETER PIEROTTI and 
KAREN E. PIEROTTI, h e r e i n a f t e r r e f e r r e d to as PIEROTTI, were 
r e s i d e n t s of Utah County a t a l l t i m e s d u r i n g which t h e a c t s 
h e r e i n complained of were performed and are s t i l l today . 
5 . The c o n t r a c t s entered i n t o which formed the b a s i s of 
t h i s Counterc la im and Third-Party Complaint were en tered i n t o 
i n Utah County and t h e p r o p e r t y s u b j e c t t o t h i s l a w s u i t i s 
l o c a t e d i n Utah County. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Breach of C o n t r a c t / F i d u c i a r y , Unlawful Conversion and Fraud 
6. On or about the 1 s t day of November, 1971 , RAGOZZINE 
e n t e r e d i n t o a U n i f o r m R e a l E s t a t e C o n t r a c t With E q u i t a b l e 
R e a l t y , I n c . f o r t h e s a l e of a p p r o x i m a t e l y 6 .5 a c r e s of r e a l 
p r o p e r t y l o c a t e d a t a b o u t 1 5 3 5 S o u t h R i v e r s i d e D r i v e 
( C a r t e r v i l l e Road) Orem, Utah , a copy of which C o n t r a c t i s 
a t t a c h e d as E x h i b i t 5. 
7. On or a b o u t t h e 1 s t day of F e b r u a r y , 1 9 7 3 , an 
a s s i g n m e n t of c o n t r a c t was e n t e r e d i n t o b e t w e e n E q u i t a b l e 
R e a l t y , a s a s s i g n o r , and HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE S. 
HATCH, as a s s i g n e e s , a s s i g n i n g a l l r i g h t , t i t l e and i n t e r e s t 
t o t h e p r o p e r t y d e s c r i b e d i n s a i d Uni form Rea l E s t a t e 
9 
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Cont rac t of November 1, 1971 t o HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE 
S. HATCH as i n d i v i d u a l s . On or about F e b u r a r y 12, 1973, a 
Qu i t Claim Deed was f i l e d of p u b l i c r e c o r d r e f l e c t i n g s a i d 
t r a n s f e r of i n t e r e s t . 
8. On or abou t t h e 23rd of March, 1975, a Deed was 
e x e c u t e d by RAGOZZINE t r a n s f e r r i n g a l l r i g h t , t i t l e , and 
i n t e r e s t t o t h e p r o p e r t y p r e v i o u s l y d e s c r i b e d under t h e 
c o n t r a c t of November 1, 1971 to HOWARD F. HATCH and MARJORIE 
S. HATCH, which p roper ty included " a l l water r i g h t s owned in 
connect ion wi th the former H. Fern Wentz p rope r ty (being 1.2 
s h a r e s of Wes Smith D i t c h p l u s any d e c r e e d r i g h t s ) t o 
Grantees which Deed i s a t t ached as Exh ib i t 6. 
9. At no t i m e e i t h e r a t or about t h e t i m e of s a i d 
t r a n s f e r or a t any t i m e s i n c e has T h i r d - P a r t y D e f e n d a n t s , 
RAGOZZINE, ever de l i ve r ed to HATCH the water sha res promised 
and g r a n t e d under s a i d War ran ty Deed of 23 March, 1975, At 
or abou t t h i s t i m e , DWANE J. SYKES, made demands upon PROVO 
LAND for d e l i v e r y t o him of w a t e r s t o c k which had been 
endorsed in blank by RAGOZZINE. PROVO LAND, con t ra ry to i t s 
f i d u c i a r y o b l i g a t i o n s and in v i o l a t i o n of what was be l i eved 
t o have been i n s t r u c t i o n s from RAGOZZINE, d e l i v e r e d s a i d 
water s tock to SYKES upon the f a l s e r e p r e s e n t a t i o n t h a t s a id 
water s tock belonged to him. 
10. Having been in fo rmed t h a t a c e r t i f i c a t e t o convey 
sa id water sha re s was erroneous de l ive red i n t o the hands of 
DWANE J. SYKES, HATCH made demand upon SYKES to r e c t i f y t h i s 
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a c t i o n . I n s p i t e of such demands, SYKES, f a i l e d and re fused 
t o do s o , which conduct i s b e l i e v e d by HATCH to be w i l l f u l 
and m a l i c i o u s . At no t ime s i n c e sa id demand was made has 
Counter-Defendant, SYKES, r e c t i f i e d what he characterized as 
a m i s t a k e by r e c o n v e y i n g the w a t e r r i g h t s r i g h t f u l l y 
belonging to HATCH 
1 1 . On or about J a n u a r y 2 5 , 1977 l e t t e r s were s e n t by 
Ronald J. S c h i e s s , a t t o r n e y at law, on behal f of HATCH making 
demand upon SYKES, RAGOZZINE, and PROVO LAND t o r e c t i f y t h i s 
and t o r e s t o r e the s u b j e c t water r i g h t s t o HATCH. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Trespass 
12. Defendants i n c o r p o r a t e by t h i s r e f e r e n c e t h e i r 
pleadings under Paragraphs 1 through 11 herein. At a l l such 
t i m e s and s i n c e the P l a i n t i f f s and Cross -Defendants have 
t a k e n l i b e r t i e s w i t h HATCHS1 p r o p e r t y which did not 
r i g h t f u l l y belong to them such as t r e s p a s s i n g , keeping and 
m a i n t a i n i n g h o r s e s in t h e wet p a s t u r e b e l o n g i n g t o 
Defendants , p i c k i n g c h e r r i e s and black b e r r i e s from the 
p r o p e r t y , p o s t i n g s i g n s on t h e p r o p e r t y w i t h o u t t h e 
permission of the owner, dredging material from the pond and 
d e p o s i t i n g i t upon HATCHS1 property and many other such 
ser ious v i o l a t i o n s of the property r ights belonging to HATCH. 
Various demands have been made on the P l a i n t i f f s to cease and 
d e s i s t from sa id t r e s p a s s e s and encroachments but wi thout 
11 
success. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Slander of Title, Interference in Business Relationship 
and Fraudulent Claims 
13. Defendants incorporate by this reference their 
pleading under Paragraphs 1 through 12 herein. At various 
times during the intervening period Plaintiffs and Counters 
Defendants, SYKES, have made false claims against the 
property belonging to HATCH based on a forged document, have 
posted "No-Trespassing" signs on the subject property 
claiming it in the name of SYKES, removing real estate "For 
Sale" signs having been posted on the property by HATCH, 
asserting claims both verbally and in writing to Zion's 
First National Bank and others, threatening potential buyers 
with lawsuits, and in a variety of other ways slandering the 
title of HATCH and interferring in business relationships he 
had with Zion's First National Bank and others, including 
Third-Party Defendants, PIEROTTI. This conduct 
counterclaimants believe to be willful and malicious. 
14. On or about October 3, 1980, SYKES caused to be 
placed of record in the Office of the Utah County Recorder, 
an instrument entitled Notice of Interest of Real Property 
which purports to lay claim to property belonging to HATCH 
herein referred to as the north portion of the subject 
property, which action constitutes a slander of title on 
Defendants property. 
12 
15. On or about the 7th day of February, 1982, the 
Plaintiff, DWANE J. SYKES, caused to be recorded what was 
characterized as a ,!Notice of Prior and Superior Interest in 
Real Property, etc.11 as entry no. 22128 Book 2000, Page 301 
of the Utah County Records. The notice falsely asserted 
claims over HATCHS1 property which also constitutes a grave 
and serious slander of title and which had the immediate 
effect of interferring in a business relationship with Zions1 
First National Bank and one Virginia Flynn with whom money 
had been arranged to purchase the beneficial interest 
belonging to Zions1 First National Bank of a First Deed of 
Trust over the north portion of the subject property. 
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Attempted Extortion and Slander 
16. Defendants incorporate by this reference their 
pleadings under Paragraphs 1 through 15 herein. On or about 
February 11, 1980, the Plaintiff, DWANE J. SYKES, appeared at 
the offices of Defendant, HATCH, handing him a long list of 
threats intending to coerce HATCH into a forced sale of the 
north portion of the property based on what he, SYKES, 
alleged to be a verbal option granting him the right to 
purchase the north portion of the property but which claims 
HATCH vigorously denied and to which demands HATCH 
categorically refused to comply with. Thereafter, SYKES 
attempted on various occasions to bring pressure to bear on 
13 
HATCH by s l a n d e r i n g h i s good name or t h r e a t h e n i n g t o do so . 
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Breach of Contract and 
I n t e r f e r e n c e in B u s i n e s s R e l a t i o n s h i p 
17. D e f e n d a n t s i n c o r p o r a t e h e r e i n by r e f e r e n c e t h e i r 
p l e a d i n g p a r a g r a p h s 1 t h r o u g h 16 h e r e i n . That on or a b o u t 
t h e 3 0 t h of J u l y , 1 9 7 3 , HATCHS e n t e r e d in a Uni form R e a l 
E s t a t e C o n t r a c t w i t h T h i r d - P a r t y D e f e n d a n t s , PIEROTTI, f o r 
t h e s a l e of a h o u s e l o c a t e d a t 1525 South C a r t e r v i l l e Road, 
w h i c h t r a n s a c t i o n s i s more f u l l y d e s c r i b e d in t h e Un i form 
R e a l E s t a t e C o n t r a c t a t t a c h e d h e r e t o as E x h i b i t 4 and w h i c h 
c o n t a i n s the f o l l o w i n g language under Paragraph 20: " S e l l e r 
s h a l l h a v e t h e f i r s t r i g h t of r e f u s a l on any and a l l 
subsequent s a l e s of s a i d property.'1 
18. On or about September 14 , 1979 PIEROTTI as s e l l e r s 
and JOHNNY IVERSON, o n e of t h e h e r e i n named c o u n t e r 
d e f e n d a n t s , as buyer, e n t e r e d i n t o an agreement whereby the 
p r o p e r t y p u r c h a s e d by PIEROTTI was a s s i g n e d t o P l a i n t i f f , 
JOHNNY IVERSON. Upon t h e i r b e s t k n o w l e d g e and b e l i e f , 
Defendants a l l e g e tha t s a i d ass ignment was in f a c t t o DWANE 
J. SYKES w h i c h would c o n s t i t u t e a b r e a c h of t h e c o n t r a c t 
e n t e r e d i n t o between HATCH and PIEROTTI above r e f e r e n c e d . 
19 . That s a i d c o n t r a c t d a t e d 30 J u l y , 1973 c a l l e d f o r 
p a y m e n t i n t h e a m o u n t o f $ 1 1 3 . 2 5 p e r month i n c l u d i n g 
i n t e r e s t a t 8.5% p e r annum from t h e b u y e r s PIEROTTI t o t h e 
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s e l l e r s HATCH. 
2 0 . That s i n c e March 1 9 , 1980 no such p a y m e n t s have 
been r e c e i v e d by t h e D e f e n d a n t s and t h a t a s of t h a t d a t e 
$8 ,690 .59 was s t i l l due and payable . 
2 1 . That a s of May 1, 1 9 8 3 , 38 m o n t h l y i n s t a l l m e n t s 
w e r e p a s t due and o w i n g f o r a t o t a l o f $ 4 , 2 9 4 . 1 9 , 
c o n s t i t u t i n g a v e r y g r a v e d e f a u l t i n t h e t e r m s of t h e 
c o n t r a c t . The t o t a l demand f i g u r e as of May 1 , 1983 b e i n g 
$ 1 1 , 0 2 9 . 8 0 . 
WHEREFORE, Defendants HATCH, pray for judgment on t h e i r 
Counterc la im and Third-Party Complaint as f o l l o w s : 
1. An Order by t h e Court d e c r e e i n g t h a t .6 s h a r e s of 
Wes S m i t h D i t c h Water Company p r e s e n t l y in SYKES1 name be 
r e c o r d e d in f a v o r of C o u n t e r c l a i m a n t s , HOWARD F. HATCH and 
MARJORIE S. HATCH-
2 . The c o u n t e r c l a i m a n t s be awarded $15,000 i n p u n i t i v e 
damages a g a i n s t t h e P l a i n t i f f s and Counter-Defendants for the 
wrongful c o n v e r s i o n of water shares . 
3 . For $ 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 a c t u a l damages t o C o u n t e r c l a i m a n t s 1 
p r o p e r t y due t o l a c k of i r r i g a t i o n w a t e r d u r i n g t h e 
i r r i g a t i n g season of 1976-1982 
4 . For $ 1 , 8 0 0 . 0 0 a c t u a l damage f o r t h e u s e of t h e wet 
p a s t u r e t h a t P l a i n t i f f s not o n l y u t i l i z e d f o r t h e i r own u s e 
but rented out and c o l l e c t e d r e n t s t h e r e o n . 
5 . The C o u n t e r c l a i m a n t s , HATCH, be awarded p u n i t i v e 
damages in t h e amount of $ 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 a g a i n s t P l a i n t i f f s f o r 
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their continued trespass on the property despite repeated 
warnings given them by Counterclaimants. 
6. For $500.00 actual damages to Counterclaimants 
against the Plaintiffs SYKES for misappropriation or 
conversion of berry crops consisting of sour cherries and 
black berries belonging to Counterclaimants. 
7. For $1,000.00 actual damages done to wet pasture 
when Plaintiffs deposited dirt, rock, and debris thereon when 
which was dredged from the pond, a portion of which belonged 
to Counterclaimants and for which no permission was obtained. 
8. For $500.00 actual loss to HATCH for pine logs and 
sections of concrete pipe which were converted by Plaintiff 
SYKES. 
9- That the Counterclaimants be awarded actual damages 
in the amount of $150,000.00 for repeated intereference in 
business relationships for slander of title which resulted in 
the loss of the subject property at trustee sale by 
Defendants/Counterclaimants. 
10. For $450,000.00 punitive damages related to the 
said intereference of business relationships and slander of 
title which actions were willful and malicious. 
11. For an Order by the Court declaring a breach in 
contract under the terms of the PIEROTTI July 30, 1973 
contract and which is resently in default by virtue of 
violation of Paragraph 20 of said contract as well as failure 
to make and keep current monthly payments. 
16 
12. Or in the alternative, an order of Foreclosure 
against the parties IVERSON and PIEROTTI. 
13 For injunctive relief as requisite, for interest at 
the highest legal rate on all actual and punitive damages, 
for costs of court herein, and expenses of the Defendant 
parties, attorney's fees as expended, and for such other 
relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 
DATED this ^ ^ day of May, 1983. 
toward F. Hatch MaYpbrle S. Hatch 
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FILED 
Utah Court of Appeals 
MAR 1 6 1993 
IN THE UTAH COURT 
ooOoo— 
OF APPEALS 
Howard F. Hatch; Marjorie S. 
Hatch; Howard Hatch & 
Associates, (Formerly 
Equitable Realty, Inc.)/ 
Plaintiffs, Appellee, 
and Cross-Appellant, 
v. 
Pwane Svkes; Zions First 
National Bank; Virginia Flynn; 
and William Christiansen dba 
Arapian Valley Livestock Co., 
Defendants, Appellant, 
and Cross-Appellee. 
Clerk of the Court 
Pwane J. Svkes, Dennis L. 
Sykes, Patricia Sykes and 
Johnny Iverson, 
Plaintiffs, Appellee, 
and Cross-Appellant, 
v, 
Howard F. Hatch; Marjorie S, 
Hatch; Howard Hatch & 
Associates, (Formerly 
Equitable Realty, Inc.), 
Third-Party Plaintiffs, 
v, 
Anthony Ragozzine and Ruth 
Ragozzine; Provo Land Title 
Company; Leon Peter Pierotti 
and Karen E. Pierotti, 
ORDER 
Case No. 920437-CA 
and No. 920470-CA 
<ni *i 
FILED 
au^nN&icNete' District Court 
A * # * «*unty,_8we ofUtah 
rf Cl6rK 
Deputy 
FILED ZWY-93 
Fourth Judicial District Court ili£V 
of Utah County, State of Utah ' ' cM^-
CARMA B. SMITH, Clerk 
_ Deputy 
Third-Party Defendants. 
Before Judges Orme, Jackson, and Garff (Rule 31 Hearing). 
This matter is before the court pursuant to Rule 31 of the 
Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
The court has reviewed the record and determined that due to 
the interrelationship of the appeals in Case No. 920437-CA and 
Case No. 920470-CA and in the interest of judicial economy, the 
above-entitled cases should be consolidated for purposes of 
appeal. IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the appeals are consolidated 
as Case No. 920437-CA. 
The trial court's order dismissing William Christiansen is 
affirmed. In addition, the trial court's order regarding Provo 
Land Title Company is affirmed. 
We conclude that Howard Hatch has properly appealed in this 
matter. However, University Avenue Development Associates (UADA) 
and Majorie Hatch have not properly appealed in that Marjorie 
Hatch did not sign any notice of appeal and UADA was not 
represented by counsel. We reverse the trial court's judgment 
dismissing all of Hatch's claims, which judgment was premised on 
the conclusion that Hatch, in agreeing to abandon any claims to 
the validity of the trustee's sale, abandoned all of his claims. 
Such conclusion was in error. Hatch's claims regarding damages 
accruing before or by reason of the foreclosure sale, insofar as 
asserted against defendants not a party to the stipulation, were 
not settled in the stipulation. 
We reverse the dismissal of Hatch's claims to the extent 
just noted and remand for trial or such other proceedings as may 
be appropriate. 
In light of the abuse of discretion standard and the trial 
court's findings contained in its memorandum decision, we affirm 
the trial court's dismissal of Sykes's claims. 
Gregopy 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the day of March, 1993, a true and 
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Dwane J- Sykes 
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Howard F. Hatch 
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Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
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27 East 400 North 
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'Honorable David L. Mower 
Fourth District Court, Utah County 
Sanpete County Courthouse 
1G0 North Main 
Manti, UT 84642 
Trial Court Nos. 63,695 and 57,127 
Julia D'Alesandro 
Deputy Clerk 
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Howard F. Hatch 
843 So. 1150 East 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84062 
Ph: 785-4818 / 227-6598 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
DENNIS L. SYKES, DWANE J. SYKES, 
PATRICIA SYKES and JOHNNY IVERSON, 
Plaintiffs, 
HOWARD F. HATCH, ET AL. 
Defendants. 
1 ORDER TO 
I CONSOLIDATE AND TO 
I AMEND COMPLAINTS 
i Case^Nd.CV 57,127 ^ 
AND RELATED COUNTERCLAIM/THIRD PARTY COMPLAINT 
HOWARD F. HATCH, ET AL. 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ZIONS BANK, DWANE J. SYKES, ET AL. 
Defendants, 
• Case No. CV 63,695 
1 Judge David L. Mower 
Upon motion to Consolidate and to Amend Complaint by the Plain-
tiff in Case No. CV 63,695 (Defendant in Case No. 57,127), Howard F. 
Hatch, there being no opposition thereto and after due consideration 
by this court, 
BE IT HEREBY ORDERED AND DECREED that said two cases shall 
hereafter be consolidated under case No. 57,127, with all filings to 
be entered into the record under that number, 
AND BE IT FURTHER ORDERED AND DECREED that the complaint shall be 
amended to contain those issues only which remain intact, naming only 
those parties still involved in the consolidated cases and in their 
respective roles as ordered: Howard F. Hatch, appearing as the Plain-
tiff , with Dwane J. Sykes, Dennis L. Sykes, Patricia Sykes and Johnny 
Iverson appearing as Defendants (all others having been dismissed)• 
DATED: J ^ * u - <t ' ? •' -* 
Judge David L. Mower 
MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Order, 
along with the proposed Amended Complaint, were mailed, postage pre-
paid, to the following named parties or their attorney this/^/T7Q day 
of July, 1993, at the address noted below: 
Dennis Sykes, Johnny Iverson 
Patricia & Dwane J. Sykes 
c/o 1511 So. Carterville Road 
Orem, UT 84058 
FILED IN 
4TH DISTRICT COURT 
STATE OF UTAH 
A r u + w UTAH COUNTY 
Howard F. Hatch, 
643 South 1150 East inr 1 in ,~ iu tqq 
Pleasant Grove, UT 84602 m J ,u u m M 
Ph: 785-4818 / 227-6598 r 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR 
UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
HOWARD F. HATCH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
DENNIS L. SYKES, DWANE J. SYKES, 
PATRICIA SYKES and JOHHNY IVERSON 
Defendants, 
AMENDED COMPLAINT 
Case No. CV 63.6gS 
and(1ioTcv 57,12T 
[Consolidated under 
Case No. 57,127] 
Plaintiff complains of Defendants and for causes of action alleges 
as follows: 
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 
1. The court having previously obtained jurisdiction over the 
above named Plaintiff and Defendants, no such references are made. 
2. The real property subject of this action is located in Utah 
County, Utah, and is more particularly described in Schedule A. 
3. That Zions Bank, by and through it attorney John A. Beckstead, 
did notice a trustee sale for September 8, 1982, proposing to sell to 
the highest bidder the property subject of this action (see Exhibit 
'•B" attached). 
4. In the days immediately prior to September 8, 1982, Hatch 
had contacted Zions Bank proposing that Zions sell to a third party, 
Virginia Flynn, its beneficial interest in the trust deed which it 
held over the subject property, to which proposal Zions agreed. 
5. On September 7, 1982, Hatch tendered a cashiers check to 
Zions for $25,000, which money he had borrowed from Virginia Flynn, 
along with $241.74 in cash, as payment in full of the amount due it. 
1 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Interference in an advantageous business relationship, 
Trespass and Slander of title) 
6. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by this reference 
paragraphs 1 - 5 of this complaint. 
7. On the 7th day of September, 1982, Dwane J. Sykes filed of 
record in the Utah County Recorder's Office a document entitled, 
"Notice of Prior and and Superior Interest in Real Property and of 
Physical Possession Prior tiD and^  thereby Subordinating ZIONS April 14, 
1978 Deed of Trust, Irrespective of Recording Dates," (emphasis his) 
which filing constituted a willful and malicious slander of title to 
the Plaintiff's property (see Exhibit C attached). 
8. That also on the 7th of September, 1982, Dwane Sykes appeared 
in the offices of Green, Callister and Nebeker, attorneys for Zions 
Bank, in the Kennecott Building, in Salt Lake City, UT, and there 
attempted to serve said notice on Virginia Flynn in an attempt to 
disrupt the business relationship which was then in progress, at one 
point forcing his way into the conference room where the Plaintiff 
was concluding his contract with Ms. Flynn, disrupting matters and 
refusing to leave without serving his document on Flynn, and leaving 
only when physically ejected from the room. 
9. Dwane Sykes later that day visited the apartment of Ms. Flynn 
in a further attempt to slander Plaintiff's title, making false claims 
regarding an alleged option and refusing to leave the premises, all 
the while harassing Ms. Flynn, in a desperate attempt to dissuade her 
from completing the transaction with Zions Bank. 
10. For some years prior to the aforedescribed events, the Sykes 
had done a series of acts which constituted trespass, attempting to 
adversely possess the subject premises and slander the title, and had 
successfully prevented Hatch from selling or refinancing the land by 
the posting of signs warning potential purchasers of legal action if 
they bought it, tearing down "For Sale" signs which had been posted by 
the Plaintiff or his agents, and the filing of record documents false-
ly asserting an option or other prior right to purchase the property. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Breach of Contract, Bad Faith and Fraud) 
11. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by this reference 
paragraphs 1 - 10 of his complaint. 
12. Because of the false claims made by the Sykes, Virginia Flynn 
was frightened into withdrawing from her contract with Hatch, leaving 
the property in jeopardy of foreclosure and subject to a further 
trustee sale. 
13. That due to inducements made by the Sykes and/or their 
attorney, a new trustee sale was scheduled for the following May. 
14. That on May 3, 1983, the subject property was sold at trustee 
sale to William Christiansen (see trustee's deed, Exhibit D). 
15. Plaintiffs believe and therefore allege that Christiansen 
was merely a strawman purchaser and had already entered into an agree-
ment with Defendants Sykes, Dennis, Dwane or Patricia, for the pur-
hase and sale of the subject premises and that Christiansen and the 
Sykes together have conspired to defraud Plaintiff of his rightful 
claims to the premises. 
16. That contrary to the provisions of paragraph 20 of the 
Uniform Real Estate Contract dated July 30, 1973, by and between the 
Plaintiff and Mr. & Mrs. Leon Peter Pierotti, the buyers1 interest in 
the "Pierotti house11 was assigned to the Sykes by Johnny Iverson 
without first extending the right of refusal to the Plaintiff, thus 
denying him that right and violating the terms of the subject contract. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Wrongful conversion of water stock) 
17. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by this reference 
paragraphs 1 - 16 of this complaint. 
18. That in or about the Fall of 1975, the Sykes fraudulently 
obtained 1.2 shares of water stock from Provo Land Title and had the 
entire shares recorded into their name(s), knowing that half of said 
shares belonged to the Plaintiff. 
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Attempted extortion and forgery) 
19. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates herein by this reference 
paragraphs 1 - 16 of this complaint. 
20. On or about the 1Sth of February, 1980, Defendants Sykes 
attempted to extort Hatch by threatening to ruin his good name if he 
refused to sell the subject property to them, the Sykes (see letter of 
threats dated Feb. 8, 1980, Exhibit E attached). 
21. At some point in time between June 13, 1974, and October 3, 
1980, the Sykes forged a document purporting to be their "Notice of 
Interest in Real Property" to cover not only the portion they had 
purchased, the south half of the Ragozzine property, but also the 
north half as well and had said forged document filed of record (see 
Exhibit F). 
22. That knowing such a claimed "option" would require some real 
consideration to be legally binding, Dwane Sykes altered his personal 
check for $1,000, paid in connection with an earlier transaction on 
the south half, in an attempt to make it cover the north half as well. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants as 
follows: 
1. For actual damages in the amount of $150,000 because of the 
loss by the Plaintiff of his title to the subject property due to the 
wrongful actions of the Defendants. 
2. For punitive damages in the amount of $450,000 for willful 
and malicious conduct in slandering Plaintiff's title, attempting to 
extort him, and for forging documents, all of which caused him the 
loss of the subject real property and other damage to his name. 
3. For the return of the .b shares of West Smith Ditch Water 
Company stock which rightfully belong to the Plaintiff. 
4. For punitive damages of three times the present value of said 
water stock, believed to be approximately $1,000, or $3,000 total. 
5. For the costs of this action, including a reasonable 
attorney's fee where expended, and such other relief as the Court may 
deem just and proper. 
DATED: ^ / - f * , 
••'V^-j 
SCHEDULE "A" 
Beginning at a point of the east side of the Oarterville road, 
Which point is north 520.03 feet and east 1381.56 feet from the 
west quarter corner of Section 25, Township 6 south, Range 2 east, 
bait Lake Base & Meridian; thence north 3 deg. 05f east along fence 
and Oarterville road 372.53 feet; thence south 84 deg. 10jf east 
B23.18 feet along a fence; 
fchence north 41 deg. 57 
rchence north 37 deg. 55 
thence north 52 deg. 18 
rchence north 73 deg 13 
thence north 83 deg. 51 
phence south 7 deg. 29 
rthence south 13 deg. 01 
phence south 1 deg. 53 
phence south 16 deg. 38 
phence south 6 deg. 56 
phence south 24 deg. 42 
[thence north 82 deg. 53 
•{thence south 6 deg. 16 
[thence north 82 deg. 42 
[thence north 88 deg. 03 
Smith property* 
phence north 2 deg. 12 
j line; 
[thence north 85 deg. 18 
east 61.04 feet along a fence; 
east 166.14 feet along a fence; 
east 37.64 feet along a fence; 
east 26.42 feet along a fence; 
east 59*36 feet along a fence; 
east 194.82 feet; 
west 83.42 feet; 
west I29.4I feet; 
east 67.57 feet; 
west 70.89 feet; 
east 148.45 feet; 
west 195.33 feet along a fence; 
west 41.96 feet along a fence; 
west 305.94 feet along a fence; 
west 33.77 feet along a fence to J* Theron 
east 90 feet along fence and said property 
west along a fence and property line 142 feet to beginning. 
Subject to reservations, restrictions, rights and easements.^of 
Record. 
j Including all water rights owned In connection with the former 
K. Vern V/entz property, (being 1.2 shares of West Smith Ditch 
jbl.iS any decreed rights), to grantees. A 
MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Amended 
Complaint was mailed, postage prepaid, to the following named parties 
t h i s / ^ ^ a a y of [MjugfCi^sf-—> 1993, at the address noted below: 
Dennis Sykes, Johnny Iverson, 
Patricia & Dwane J . Sykes 
c/o 1511 So, Cartervi l le Road, 
Orem, UT 84058 
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Howard F. Hatch, pro se 
843 So. 1150 East 
PI. Grove, UT 84062 
Ph: 785-48X8 / 785-8000 
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IN THB FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
OF UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
DENNIS L. SYKES, DWANE J . SYKES 
and PATRICIA SYKES, ] 
P l a i n t i f f 6 , ] 
VS, 
HOWARD F . HATCH, 
M M M M M ^ M M M M I M M A W ^ M M M W M M M M M M W H 
| ORDER OF DEFAULT 
| C i v i l No. 810457127 
pefendant/Counterclaimant 
This matter came before the Court on September 2, 1994, at 10?00 
a.m. for a pretrial hearing and scheduling conference, m attendance 
were the Plaintiff parties, represented by A. Samuel Primavera, and 
Howard F. Hatch, Defendant/counterclaimant, pro se. 
The trial date was set for February 6 - 1 0 and the 13th, 1995, 
before a jury, and 30 jurors ordered called. in a discussion had 
regarding the amount of time which would be available, it was deter-
mined that the six days would allow approximately 17 hours for each 
side to present its caee# It was Mr. Primaverafs suggestion that the 
time taken by each side be clocked, including cross examination time, 
etc., until all of its time was used up* The Court's concern was that 
it be possible for the trial to be completed in the 6 days allocated. 
The Court expressed concern about the number of witnesses who 
might be called, stating that in its experience it would take about 
one hour of court time per witness. And while the Court was willing 
to allow an unlimited number of witnesses, it was agreed by the par-
ties and confirmed by the later court order that only approximately 22 
people would be expected to be called by each side and no more than 6 
•character11 witnesses would be allowed* 
GENT BYUth District Court ! 4- 5-95 ; 2501PM i B0UW472-* 801 896 8Q47J# 3 
October 9, 1994, was set as the date the initial witness list was 
due from the Sykes and January 9f 1995, as the cutoff date for the 
final witness list and the submission of all exhibits. All discovery 
was to be completed by December 31, 1994. And while no specific date 
was set for the cutoff of dispositive motions, it was anticipated this 
would also be accomplished by the end of December so that attention 
could be given to an orderly preparation for trial. 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. The pretrial order was in the hands of the attorney for the 
Sykes well in advance of the deadlines requiring compliance. 
2. No objections to the pretrial order were voiced by the 
Plaintiffs prior to the execution of the order by the Court. 
3. in spite of this, the Sykes'e preliminary witness list con-
tained 38 names by specific references, even though some of those 
named were only by title, and another 60 or more people by general 
reference, including some 40 so-called "character" witnesses. 
4. The Sykes voiced their objections to the pretrial order only 
long after it had been signed by the Court. 
5. Thereafter, the Court was constantly bombarded by a myriad of 
disparate requests, objections and ex parte motions, some mailed, some 
faxed, but none of them strictly meeting the form requirements set 
down by the rules, all during a time reserved for trial preparations. 
6. None of the time deadlines layed out in the pretrial order 
were properly complied with by the Sykes, either as to the witness 
list or exhibits (the final witness list was amended after the January 
SENT BYUth Distr ict Court ! " 2t02PH ; 8Q14^472* 801 896 BQ47;# 4 
leadline and - January 9th an extension I time 
iii! iiiiiiiiiii, :E i i c l ' i fitnesses and 
lists" to. . 
The Plaintiffs, Sykes, have previously been defaulted for --*: 
answerii 
whj ch was set i4tei.de - tbM jourt. 
8* They defaulted failing to answer the Second 
Amended Complair* 
a p p e a r i j l g at the p r etrial scheduling conference anuary .„ .:•:*,, 
which caused the opposing party substantial amounts in attorneys fees 
doe to the strikinc 
iibjyi I, ,lui ' _ „ • . , , . -/,w. . 
.9. This effort io deal equitably with III 
parties, did ^  default order em ft 
allowing the Sykes LW prepare 
and present their defenses i% » **• :»e rescheduled 
10« However r the M U M I cronrludad hecause of the Sykes 1 i II ' 
in o f mi • i l a b o v e , r i m l k h n i i IIIIIIIIIII IIIIIIIIIII i 1 1 m 1 1 1 1 i inn II i IIIIIIIIIII mi wi i I my i„Jie J u d i c i a l 
system f that they diil indeed deserve to be defaulted* 
11 Consequently! ti * Order Regarding Court 
Availability dated Pebrua 
t .hrec P1 a in 11 f I: / coun t er de t endan t *^..-. Sykes, 
Sykes and Patricia Sykes, 
1 2 • W h i l e t h e i o u r t d i d s t r i k e t h e nmf\ i m i M I M I IIIIIIIIIII il  IIIIIIIIIII il ill I I II il 
•• .
l
 " t i p n 1 I, i I, ' i i i 1 on an e a r l i e r p.u-
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raise to allow a jiii: y for the fixing of damages, >rdered a jury to 1: • E 
empaneled for the limited purpose of establishing the extent of udm-
agefii IE: c : l b iiii , 11 i a r de ft, 
BASED ON THE FOREGOING FINDINGS, the Court concludes and orders: 
Default judgment shall K< entered against Dennis I Sykes, 
] I • J J :i I I; ;:i! • 
all issues set u n Second Amended Complaint filed August 
1993, and that any answer& they might have given hereby stricken* 
2 - •• 
damages sustained u. Defendant/Counterclaimant shali 
arbiter of the extent of damages, subject only to the confining rules 
of law defined in t::l 1 a ji ir 3 :l r ,s !::i : 11 ::t ::i • 1:: ns. 
1 Tl: ,• A , I! J: 1 Plaintiffs/counterdefendants shall be allowed to 
appear • trial to defend against the extent of damages requested or 
4 That the default! ng partita defenses being etiicken are 
judged without merit and their multitude of filings, objections 11: :: 
orders, requests for extensions, defaults* iinrt other attempts to del as 
t h e 1 ' o£ tl*: .J fii matt ,ci!!:i: ill:: l i s ^ : I  1 : 11. b I i i i ) \i HI 111:: liiiiiiL,!!::;;;]!, 
faith jiiatifying~thenaward of attorneys fecn . 
C~ A/P^o 
DATED this ' day of *4*rch, 1995. 
By I I: s C :i I !i: I .t 
Ju^e^Davia L# Mower 
District Court,,, Judge 
SENT BYUth District Cour. , , „ *- , <.varrt J 80V.6472-* 801 m 
MAILING CERTIFICATE ^juj^ji «^" 
T
 certify that the above Order *f Default, as ^ proposed, 
manner and uL Lhe address ndicatod: 
Dennis, Dwane and Patricia Sykes 
1511 fi. Carterville Road 
Orem, Utah 84058 by and through their attorneys • record: 
Clark R. Nielsen 
Henroid 6 Nielsen 
185 South State, #500 
SLC, UT 84111-1538 
COURTESY COPY TO: Judge David L. Mower 
(jrvia facsimile and mail) 
fe*g££^-\ 
Howard p^Hatch 
Ann I ' 
JO 
LL v 
ill! % 
\ \ D FOR 
l :TAH COUNTY, STATE 01 U'I AH 
HOWARD F. HATCH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
DENNIS L. SYKES, DWANE J. SYk! s 
PATRICIA SYKES, AND JOHNNY 
IVERSON, 
DIHVIHIII 
SUPPLFAIi -
FACT 
Case No,, 810457127 
Judge David 1 IV low ei 
There was a jury trial n i this case. A verdict was entered. Hie prevailing p.uiy Mr. 
• • " igment and submitted it for execution. 
i« 'he nieaiiuniw the losing parties, the S' I 
~ judgment and asked for additional • 
The additional time has now pa ^-
i.e , Order of Default a7""1 T Klgn;ent. 
In order to mo 
the 
proposed pleadings, 
. - ,u:at^ the total judgment, I offer 
the ro!!owing explanation.. 
v% per year until May I? — ' lie rate changed 
Hatch vs. Sykes, 810457127 
SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS OF FAC I - Page 2 
10 :! o p si year. 
Pre judgment interest on the conversion clain i is calculated as follows: 
a. The number of days between September 2, 1975 and Mnv ] ° 1981 is 2079,,, 
b. $6,000.00 t imes .06 divided by 365 equals $ 0 .986301369863. 
c. $0 .986301369863 times 2079 equals $2050.52. 
• d. I II , ,1 , i l •  : if • I , • ,;:  i HI < t "> • : i 1 1 i ; > 1 3 1981 , il I ' HI, • i i . „.i ] / 8, 1995 i. 501 :). 
e. $6,000.00 t imes .10 di\ ided by 365 equals $1.64 ; s ^ o i M 3 S . 
, f. $ I  „ 5 13835616 \38 tunes 5019 equals $ 8250.4 I. 
g. $2050.52 plus $8250.41 equals $10,300.93. 
Prejudgment interest on the slander of title claim i° raleHrUed a^ fo l lowr 
a j | i e n u m b e r 0 f Jays between May 4, 1983 unci K "-" : :c)8. 
b. $105,000.00 times .10 divided b> 365 equals $ 28.76712328767. 
c. ; - s - •• . ,_ 
1 1 ie iota! judgment i^  calculated as follows: 
Conversion of water stock 
Prejudgment intei est on conversion of 
water stock 
I res pass 
Slander of title 
Prejudgment interest on slander of title 
Interference in advantageous business 
relationship 
S o I.--- • •) 
$.0,300.93 
$30,c c o.oo 
$105,000.00 
$1,23,64 I, ,,,10 
$10,000.00 
t ) b 0 4 0 , j ^ . u f 
Hatch vs. Sykes, 810457127 
SUPPLEMENTAL HV>1N(-S OF FACT - Page J 
Punit • $225,l)iHHlll 
Total $509,942.03 
Signed 01 i April _ 2 _ _ , 1995. 
r J'\y \, .u David L. Mower, Judge 
1
 HRTll-K A l l ; Ol- S U K V I C E 
On April 7 ^ 1 9 9 5 a coPY 0 l " t h e above SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS OF 
F A L . 1 was sent to ear1, o( the following by the inetlun: idicated: 
A d d r e S S e e M e l l H £ ^ . .. .. .ui l iCVSlX M e t h o d (Mail, in Person. Pax) 
Mr. Howard F. Hatch 
11
 S 1150 E \ ai l.a-.\ 
-nit Grove, UT SH'"'1 IOJ South State, Suite 500 
]W t lark K N-elsiMi [4^L 
I 'A
J 
Salt Lake City, UT « J " 
t)b04 01J2.ut 
4IH DISTRICT COURT 
STATC Or UTAH 
I IT Ah tVU'JTY 
Howard F. Hatch, pro se 
843 South 1150 Eas t |Pfi id l U r i i y tnr 
P l e a s a n t Grove, UT 84062 ftP8 ' ' J ) 3 6 A" 3 i 
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TXI THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRIC 
n
^AiI COUNTY, STATE OF FTTAU 
T^OTWRT ' 
) 
DENNIS !»• SYKES, DWAN1 r ' t rKES ) JUDGMENT 
AND PATRICIA SYKES, ) 
. m t i f f t . I CIVIL Nil, H1 n4•?»V 1 ?7 
VS . 
,1 i 'i ! ii if i i f\ mi mi mi in mi 'i i mi mi 
H O W A R D F . H A T C H , 
- _ - i J e L e f i u c t r t L d i i U C o ^ i * _ 
It is action .. ,-i:p ti.a oefore - Court •* *<-.'**-
 :* ^ 
w^r.'.Kj- n- .. . iipose of 
• amagc Jb insu* i i.aMiity having been 
grantee : + - of U - Defendant/countercla ••iar.r , 
by d^f-iv1*- Previous . . ... , is, 
//.es, n yj^ et, dnci Pdtji .^  Syk-~- :>.-• -cti - e: of 
aamages havm_ _v assessed *A:.U the j«-u-^  havxng a m y r* • d 
i U verdict. 
Ordered an^ Adjudged: that the -it-fendant counter c launant, 
Howai * recover - 1 * - • '=nntiff^, .;.^  _. byKes 
.'• ^ o if -[L\ X v 2> D - ^ 
Sykes and rnt-rijia y^es, ^.r. *,. feSdre-r&^-frr-efr, *in- .^eitist 
thereeor di;*-; 3-u€kHf&* - - t the rate of 9.22 percent per arir.~n: as 
provided by law, -**A4—h + f? -eeis-t-s—ef-- action—i-fieli " ^ o -,*-*-<*** .—.... 
5 rjterminu, . im ui s» - • roken 
down at> ivu^wsj 
FOR THE CONVERSION OF WATER STOCK: S' e.sf Il III11.1; 
leg^i iaie ;...» i.,. inversion September* *il~, until ;|4MJkj-
»aii£-----a-rrd-—tfee-^ea^ter—HRfri-l--paid, Said liabii^ty -o be distributed 
equally between tuc three 
i 
TRESPASS- * ™ n ™ -1-us--iftfce^fes*—at t h e - ~ 3 ^ ^ - ~ ^ f H ^ f~~ 
.^,». <
 : . r . r w u - i v nih . *EAL - PERTY: $10L 
.:•! .;s J n t e r e s t _ • . • * .
 t 
^ u4q^eTTt—and J th r raa~f-4*— .z n p a i 
t r i b u t e . - u j d i i y b e t w i or. t * - t h r e e p l a i n t J t r 
FOI INTERFERED- T*f *K1 * ^ V 7 ^ : T AHK; n - . n c - v i ^ p u u •
 ; , . 
$ II 11 1 1 1 1 1 in i , l in J ,i-. ,. , . . .. . : . . J : e ^ i r a t e -f-ronu-tbe— -4 -HBe—&4—g-wtgmeftt 0lv 
P^Ufi4aJr -^-^aJui . S a i d ^i\\i^ *-. • «•- d i s t r i b u t e d e q u a l l y b e t w e e n t h e 
t h r e e p l a i n t i f f s . 
Ah P U N I T I V J I ; DAMAGES: $ 2 2 5 , 0 0 0 p 4 ^ * - ^ t i = ^ ^ — - r t t t t r 
ry f*ei«—%-fre—tiffle-—ef^~3iidgifien-fe---uft4:i4--paid. S a i d l i a b i l i t y t u o e 
t r i b u t e d e a u * * ^ . 
AND .. . i t xtih i* Ohut.H: 
IN THE AMOUNT uh REASONABLE COS*:- A^ 
COLLECTING SAT 
ESTABLISHED BY AFFIDAv I . 
A l i —par-t-ies~..±xi~-thi s a c t i o n - . h a v e - a p p e a r e d ._pro—ae„ - . The- .. "j urigwerrt I L w 
€te&bO££-' ^ 4 4 r p ^ v ; j v / n u * ^ . . , , . u u 5 . ^ax i^ex-v^^u^^i^^ £ji 
Utah—~^-w-«*w - - S h e — — a i - t e r n a t e - a d d r e s s -of—-j-uctejmettfc—debtor , —&tttrttt----ir9 i?^^ 
->Sykes7~rs~ 1 3 1 r r Corduvd~"STr^TTr""*P* . ~# 2^ ? - A n c r - r a « ^ * - i ( J ^ 
ENT1} - , w . V -
 f 
JUDGMENT • 
^ f T T i ^ ! , k ! ' 
iILRV* 
3^i 
l . ' . 
Bf. MENTED 
i iq 
oriALL BE 
l( - w 
Clark R. Nielsen (2406) 
HENRIOD & NIELSEN 
Attorneys for Defendants 
1160 Eagle Gate Tower 
60 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah &4Aii 
Telephone: (801) 322-0591 
TM THF FOURTH JUDICTAT. mSTPTCT COURT 
IN AND FOR UTAH COUNTY, STAIc Ob U i A H 
HOWARD M. HATCH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
DWANE SYKES, PATRICIA SYKES, 
AND DENNIS SYKES, 
JOINT STIPULATION AND 
MOTION FOR DISMISSAL AS 
AGAINST DENNIS L. SYKES AND 
PATRICIA SYKES 
Civil No. 810457127 
| Judge David ' Mowvi 
Dj.Timl.tnl I 
Defendants Patricia Sykes and Dennis L. Sykes and the Plaintiff Howard M. 
Hatch hereby "ttpm "> i IJJICC, • ml jnjniln move the court, that the judgment 
against Patricia Sykes and Dennis L. Sykes and in favui uj llnwdul M ll,in U In 
vacated and set aside and that all claims herein 1 . rard M. Hatch against Patricia 
Svkr I I'' I , ki U- J^iiu.^od with prejuuice because all claims and 
disputes as between these parties hav V n ' full' viM,"il 'promised and adjusted. 
This stipulation and motion does not release or alter the judgment herein in 
toward M. Hatch and against the Defendant Dwane Nylu'.'i, and/or the post 
Exmfcir 
judgment motions, Issues <UR .-.
 t pjiiuin y ylmg before the court ai _ 
said judgment. 
The purlieu iuillu u agree that all issues and arguments for and against the 
judgment and the post judgment motions . . ^wfbre the court for 
^n, except that Defendants Patricia Sykes u**a Lrwmu T er 
parties to " ...rein provided, this Stipulation does not 
compromise, in any way, the total judj?i,. i . i.icsuiitL . ..msni tiled, Pursuant to its 
. ^ . i . me court shall proceed to re-examine the trial evidence .nul recJen, niiinp 
the damages based evidence and shall 
arr Howard Hatch and. the determine all post-judgment issue 
Defendant Dwane Sykes. 
The partiiw jiuiiily request the court, to enter the attached Judgment of 
^
:smissal. 
DATED this/^_ d.iy of &Zw{fc. 
iii niMi)n& N I E L S E N 
Vernon B. Romney 
Attorney for HowardJNJyHatch 
oward M. Hatch 
ClarlM^ Nielsen 
Attorney for Defend0* kes 
Clark R. Nielsen (2406) 
HENRIOD & NIELSEN 
Attorneys for Defendants 
1160 Eagle Gate Tower 
60 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111-1004 
Telephone: (801) 322-0591 
IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
HOWARD M. HATCH, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
DWANE SYKES 
Defendant. 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' 
MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND 
JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
AMENDED JUDGMENT 
Civil No. 810457127 
Judge David L. Mower 
Dwane Sykes' motions, respectively to set aside the judgment, for new trial, 
and to alter and amend the judgment were argued and heard before the Honorable 
David L. Mower, District Court Judge, on Friday, January 26, 1996, at the hour of 
11:00 a.m. Plaintiff Howard M. Hatch appeared and represented himself pro se. He 
was also assisted by Spencer F. Hatch, who represented that he is an attorney 
admitted to practice law in the state of Utah. Dwane Sykes appeared and was 
represented by his attorney Clark R. Nielsen. The court heard the arguments and 
proffers of each party with regard to each of the motions and after having read and 
s&* 
'J UlAn COUhTY.S'Au. OF UlArt 
1996 MAR - 8 Ml & **S 
considered the extensive memoranda and affidavits of each party; and having heard 
and considered the evidence before the court on June 30, 1995, the proffers and 
arguments on July 13, 1995 with regard to the post-judgment motions, the rulings and 
procedure at trial, and the judgment heretofore entered herein; and the parties having 
stipulated that the court may re-examine and reweigh the trial evidence and shall 
redetermine the amount and apportionment of damages based upon the evidence, and 
the court having now reviewed and considered the testimony, affidavits, exhibits and 
other evidence before the court and jury at trial and all matters of record since the 
trial, the court hereby finds, determines and orders as follows; 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 
1. The motions of Dwane Sykes to set aside his default and the default 
judgment and for a new trial herein are hereby DENIED. 
2. The motions of Defendant Dwane Sykes to alter and amend the judgment 
and for judgment notwithstanding the verdict are hereby GRANTED. The judgment 
dated April 5, 1995, and entered herein on April 14, 1995, the supplemental findings 
of fact should be, and are hereby, withdrawn and vacated. The following shall 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
AMENDEP JUDGMENT ... CIVIL No. 810457127 
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constitute this court's judgment upon the jury's verdict and these post judgment 
motions: 
a. Conversion of Water Stock - The court concludes that the only 
evidence before the trial court of the value of the Plaintiffs water shares 
converted by the Defendant is $1,000.00. There is no evidence to support an 
award of $6,000.00 for conversion. Therefore, the Plaintiff Mr. Hatch is 
awarded a judgment for conversion of water stock of $1,000.00, plus 
prejudgment interest thereon at the legal rate after September 2, 1975, in the 
amount hereafter set forth. 
b. For trespass - The prior judgment is amended so as to delete any 
amount awarded for trespass because there was no evidence at trial of any 
damage to the Plaintiff by way of trespass. Therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled 
to any award of any damages for trespass by the Defendant Dwane Sykes. 
c. For Slander of Title and Interference with Business 
Relationship - There is no evidence to support awards to Mr. Hatch of both the 
$105,000.00 for slander of title and $10,000.00 for interference with business 
relationships for the same injury of loss of the property. Both claims by 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
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Plaintiff are for the same loss and Plaintiff may only recover once for that loss. 
Plaintiff is awarded a total of $50,000.00 as the measure of damages for both 
of these claims. The undisputed evidence at trial was that Plaintiffs equity 
interest in the property lost as a result of the conduct of Defendant Dwane 
Sykes was only $50,000.00. The only evidence of loss to the Plaintiff for 
either claim was the loss of the property at the Zions Bank foreclosure sale 
because of the Plaintiffs inability to obtain refinancing of $25,000.00 from 
Virginia Carli to prevent the foreclosure. The only admissible evidence of the 
property's fair market value at the time of the loss because of Defendant's 
conduct was $105,000.00 subject to outstanding mortgage loans of at least 
$55,000.00 against the property at the time of the loss. At the time of the 
property's loss to Plaintiff, there existed mortgage liens against the property of 
at least $25,000.00 to Zions Bank and $30,000.00 to the University Avenue 
Development Association. Therefore, Plaintiffs net equity in the property was 
$50,000.00. The Plaintiff is entitled to recover $50,000.00 from the Defendant 
Dwane J. Sykes on Plaintiffs slander of title and interference with business 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
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relationship claims, with prejudgment interest from May 4, 1983, the date of 
the foreclosure. 
d. Prejudgment Interest - The prejudgment interest upon the 
$1,000.00 award and the $50,000 award is a total of $65,693.52, as calculated 
by the Plaintiff Mr. Hatch. 
e. Punitive Damages - Punitive damages are reduced and remitted 
from $75,000.00 against Mr. Sykes to $25,000.00. After considering the 
evidence brought to the court's attention subsequent to trial regarding the 
financial circumstances of the Defendant Dwane J. Sykes which Defendant was 
unable to present such circumstances at the time of trial, and because the court 
has concluded herein that the other damages awarded should be remitted to 
conform the to the evidence, the court is persuaded that punitive damages of 
$75,000.00 are excessive. In consideration of the Defendant's limited financial 
circumstances, the evidence at trial in conjunction with this court's ruling on 
other issues, and the unusual nature of the trial proceedings, the court 
concludes that the punitive damages against Mr. Sykes should be reduced from 
$75,000.00 to $25,000.00. The Court finds that the Defendant's conduct was 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
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improper and intentional and knowing and ought to be punished, but for the 
reasons stated herein, modifies the punitive damage award to $25,000.00. 
f. Attorney Fees - The Judgment is further modified to delete any 
provision or award for reasonable attorney fees after judgment because there is 
no grounds or basis under contract or by statute that was argued or shown by 
Plaintiff Mr. Hatch to justify an award of post judgment attorneys' fees to 
collect the judgment. 
g. Summary of Damages Awarded - Therefore, by way of 
summary and restatement (and not as an additional award), the Plaintiff Howard 
Hatch is hereby awarded judgment against the Defendant Dwane Sykes in the 
amount of $76,000.00, with prejudgment interest of $65,693.52, for a total of 
$141,693.52. 
3. Mr, Hatch's Writ of Execution - With regard to Plaintiff Hatch's Writ 
of Execution dated April 19, 1995, said writ and any execution thereon is hereby 
vacated and dissolved with respect to any and all personal property owned or 
belonging to Diane Sykes, Renee Sykes, Joy Sykes, Shane Sykes and Patricia Sykes, 
and each of them, including but not limited to all items of property set forth in the 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
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affidavits of said persons or about which the persons have testified. Mr. Hatch has 
stipulated to waive any and all claims against any property owned by these persons 
and has agreed to release any claim or lien against any property owned solely by 
them. Therefore, all property of, and each item owned by, said persons is hereby 
released and discharged from any execution, and all such property shall forthwith be 
returned to the above-entitled individuals for their own use, benefit, disposition and 
possession as their own separate and individual personal property not subject to any 
further claim, lien, or execution thereon by the Plaintiff Howard Hatch. Specifically 
and without limitation, this court's Order, dated July 28, 1995 in which the above 
persons were restricted in their use and possession of their property is dissolved and is 
of no further force and effect. 
4. It is further ordered that within 30 days of the date hereof, the Defendant 
Dwane Sykes shall provide to the Plaintiff Howard Hatch a statement of all personal 
property which is owned by the said Defendant Dwane Sykes or in which he claims 
any interest, regardless of whether his interest is a partial interest with another person 
or entity and regardless of the location of said property. 
ORDER GRANTING SYKES' MOTION TO ALTER AND AMEND JUDGMENT AND ALTERED AND 
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DATED this '-'-h day of February, 1996. 
Approved as to form: 
BY THE COURT: ££%&&, 
\ f\ 
The Honorab 
District Court' 
Howard M. Hatch 
Plaintiff pro se 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Order Granting Sykes' Motion to 
Alter and Amend Judgment and Altered and Amended Judgment was mailed first 
class, postage prepaid on the / day of February, 1996, to: 
Howard M. Hatch 
Attorney Pro Se 
843 South 1150 East 
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 
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IN THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT FOR UTAH COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
X X X 
PILED? /| 5 
Fourth Judicial District Codrt 
of Utah County, State of Utah 
CARMA B, S M H H, Cldrk 
Deputy 
HOWARD HATCH 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
DWANE SYKES 
Defendant 
Criminal No. 810457127 
PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT 
Be it remembered that on July 13, 1995 the Partial 
Transcript was electronically recorded before the Honorable 
Judge Mower at the Sanpete District Court House. And was 
transcribed by Richard C. Tatton, a certified shorthand 
reporter and Notary Republic for the State of Utah. 
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without any agreement with him, I would be entitled to 
if you let them out 1 would be entitled to argue the 
jury verdict as 33 and a third and that is all it is. 
Then I would have withdrawn my judgment NOV. I am not 
going to do that and I am not going to withdraw my 
judgment NOV with regard to what the damages show. They 
are entitled to argue here today. I think we should completa| 
the argument here today if Mr. Sykes is liable for 100 per 
cent or whatever. I certainly thought that I had made my po"j 
this morning but as far as we are concerned any damages 
that were assessed and proper and are established by 
the evidence are damages caused by Mr. Sykes, not by the 
others. That is as close, I guess, as to a confession I 
think as one can get. 
MR. ROMNEY: Your Honor, this would be a very 
important intervening factor if these people do pay this 
award or this agreement off this judgment. It is not a 
judgment. It is an agreed amount. If they pay that off, 
I think that would make quite a different problem for 
you because anything left would be a 100 per cent. That 
could be adjusted up or down the total amount. I don't 
think that now is the time and place to argue that until 
we find out if they are going to pay. 
MR. NIELSEN: I think now is the time 
to argue. We are here to argu je it. I have already said 
10 
that 100 per cent is 100 per cent. If these two people are 
out and he is in, my position doesn't change. The evidence 
shows what the evidence shows regardless of who is in or 
I 
out. The evidence shows that whatever damages were suffered 
in this case were suffered as a result of Mr. S y k e s . 
THE COURT: If you are going to go through the 
process of changing the jury's verdict, what you do is look 
at the evidence and see what it j u s t i f i e s . 
MR. NIELSEN: That is correct. 
THE COURT: And if it is different than the 
jury's verdict, if it is different enough, then the court 
has the power to change the jury's verdict. 
MR. NIELSEN: Well, the court is bound by 
restrictions as to just weighing the facts and the court 
isn't going to do that. 
THE COURT: Right. 
MR. NIELSEN: And I certainly can't argue that to 
the court because that is not proper argument. What I 
can do is argue the evidence only shows one result and that 
is all there is . 
THE COURT: And if I am going to go through the 
process of changing the jury's verdict and the monies 
paid, then there is only one possible person to be liable 
for whatever decision I m a k e . 
MR. NIELSEN: That is correct. 
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attacked by the probate court here in this district 
and — 
THE COURT: May be, but I don't know anything 
about the trust coming out of this witness. I don't 
know why it connected to this witness, he said he was 
a trustee. 
Q. BY MR. HATCH: What trust was it? Who were 
the beneficiaries? 
A. Dwayne and Patricia Sykes' children, and to 
my best recollection it was Dwayne and Patricia 
Sykes — this may not be the correct terminology but 
it was for their children's trust. 
Q. Who was handling the funds? 
A. Until I resigned I was, mostly. 
Q. You had a checking account? 
A. We had one checking account and one savings 
account and that's all that I can recall having. 
Q. Did you routinely write out the specific 
amounts and so on on each expenditure? 
THE COURT: Mr. Sykes? 
MR. SYKES: Objection on the same — this 
doesn't have anything to do with this lawsuit, your 
Honor. The trust matter, how it was conducted doesn't 
have anything to do with this — 
MR. HATCH: We're trying to show that the 
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1 money that was going to the trust was all being spent 
2 by Mr. Sykes. It was personal funds in every way, 
3 shape and form- I think Mr. Iverson will testify he 
4 routinely signed a batch of checks in blank and let 
5 Mr. Sykes write them out however he wanted. 
6 MR. SYKES: Objection, your Honor. 
7 MR. HATCH: Let me ask that as a question. 
8 THE COURT: Go ahead. 
9 Q. BY MR. HATCH: Did you ever do that? 
10 A. Yes I did. 
11 Q. How many at a time? 
12 A. Maybe 20. 40 maximum. 
13 MR. HATCH: That's all I wanted to pursue, 
14 your Honor, in that vein. 
15 Q. Did you ever assert any ownership interest in 
16 the property beyond what shows here marked in black? 
17 A. Are you talking about personally? 
18 Q. No, as trustee for the Sykes children's 
19 trust? 
20 A. I don't remember what properties, I don't 
21 think so. 
22 Q. Did you ever inspect the property as such? 
23 A. No, I did not. 
24 Q. And you certainly asserted no ownership then 
25 in the three plus acres to the back of it? 
basis, that we were entitled to the right to have 
attorney's fee. 
THE COURT: So right now it is financial for you. 
You can't hire a lawyer because you can't afford one, is 
what's happening to you. 
MR. HATCH: Well, I've been bled white in the 
past, Your Honor, because of the extent of it. Mr. Sykes 
has been allowed to manipulate the Court system for 
fourteen years. The latest was that extension from one 
year to the next. Now he is trying to manipulate it 
further by saying flGive us a new trial." I think a enough 
is enough, Your Honor, and I think it ought to be denied 
the motion, the motion ought to be totally denied. He has 
had his day in Court, he has had his opportunity for 
fourteen years to fend off, to shuffle around, to try to 
keep us from going to the real issue. We finally got to a 
jury; it didn't them very long to decide what was really 
going on in the case. 
THE COURT: That is your basic argument, isn't 
it? 
MR. HATCH: I would also argue that I don't think 
this Court has the latitude of overriding the jury to that 
extent and I have cited those cases in my memorandum in 
this regard. The Boren vs. Moore case, trial burns 
without power to change the jury's verdict or render a 
41 
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MR. NIELSON: Yes, I think so, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Mr. Hatch? I think I have made a 
decision on the motion to set aside the judgment. I think 
it is important for me to announce it now so we know what 
to do next. The decision is that the motion to set aside 
the judgment is denied. I think the judgment ought to 
stand. I recognize that there is arguments going both ways 
but I think that the argument that prevails is that enough 
is enough and I am not convinced at this point that I would 
have done anything different or should have done anything 
different. So the motion to set aside is denied. 
Now, Mr. Nielson, that leaves us with what to do with 
the judgment. If there is still a judgment, you are saying 
that it ought to be modified and so we ought to launch into 
that portion of the argument now. 
MR. NIELSON: If I may, Your Honor, if I may just 
take a moment, I have something that I was going to present 
to the Court. 
THE COURT: Sure. 
MR. NIELSON: I've found two of the papers, pages 
were switched so I would like ask if the Clerk would be 
willing to let me borrow the stapler for just a moment. 
Sorry, Your Honor, I was afflicted with a very spicy 
sandwich for lunch. 
THE COURT: Take your time. 
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 to support any damage of $30,000. Now if somebody comes 
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and walks across my lawn, a corner of my lawn, that may be 
a trespass. And I might want to go down to the County 
Attorney's Office, District Attorney's Office, and file a 
claim against that person but there is no evidence of 
damage by which I can recover, excuse me, either by way of 
restitution in the criminal matter or by way of a civil 
action any damage for that trespass. 
THE COURT: Because you can't show that something 
was broken or taken away or.... 
MR. NIELSON: I cannot show any specific element 
of damage. You don't presume consequential damages without 
some evidence of some actual damages. 
THE COURT: If you kind of go along with the 
marshalling requirement that you hear about in the Court of 
Appeals, this is a question like that. Why would the jury 
pick this figure of $6,000 or $30,000? 
MR. NIELSON: $30,000, because Mr. Hatch was 
allowed to argue all of these things. The jury has a very 
broad description. 
THE COURT: But you are saying that if you go to 
the transcript and you separate out the argument from the 
testimony and look at just the testimony you find nothing 
in terms of the trespass claim? 
MR. NIELSON: Absolutely nothing. In fact you 
75 
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find nothing, you find nothing otherwise even in the 
argument, regarding trespass- It is just out there cold, 
it is put in the jury's verdict and the jury made an award-
We don't know why it did or we can't go behind to ask them 
"why they did you put that in there?11 
THE COURT: So if I had the transcript in my word 
processor and did a word search for 30,000 either in words 
or numbers, I wouldn't find it? 
MR. NIELSON: Oh, you wouldn't know, you wouldn't 
find it at all. You wouldn't find that term at all 
anywhere in the transcript. 
THE COURT: So it wasn't mentioned in argument or 
in testimony? 
MR. NIELSON: No, not at all, not at all. There 
is absolutely no support for that. So the judgment ought 
to be amended, or should be amended to delete any award for 
trespass. 
Now if I may, Your Honor, let me deal with the slander 
of title and the business relationship first. The general 
nature without the first, talking about the amounts. 
Again, for both slander of title and for damage to business 
relationships it requires actual damage. With regard to 
business relationships I'll refer the Court to Issan. 
THE COURT: Lee Furniture versus Issan. Isn't 
that the case? 
76 
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1 (JURY INSTRUCTIONS READ) 
2 THE COURT: I'M GOING TO GO BACK TO THESE 
3 INSTRUCTIONS IN A MINUTE, BUT NOT RIGHT NOW. IT'S 
4 MR. HATCH'S TURN TO MAKE AN OPENING STATEMENT, SO I WANT 
5 YOU TO PAY ATTENTION TO HIM. IF YOU'LL FOLD YOUR COPIES 
6 OVER AND PUT THEM BACK IN YOUR FOLDERS, WE'LL COME BACK 
7 TO THEM IN A MINUTE. 
8 MR. HATCH. 
9 MR. HATCH: YOUR HONOR, I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE 
10 THIS CLIPPED UP ON THAT BOARD, IF WE CAN. I THINK IT 
11 WILL BE USEFUL FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE JURY. 
12 THE COURT: MR. HATCH, LET ME ASK YOU A 
13 QUESTION ABOUT PROCEDURE. THIS NEXT PART YOU'RE GOING 
14 TO DO IS THE LAWYER'S PART. BUT I'M WONDERING IF YOU 
15 OUGHT TO BE UNDER OATH? 
16 MR. HATCH: I'M PLEASED TO DO THAT. 
17 THE COURT: LET'S DO THAT THEN. WOULD YOU DO 
18 THAT, MS. WILLIAMSON? 
19 
20 HOWARD HATCH 
21 CALLED AS A WITNESS HEREIN, HAVING BEEN DULY 
22 SWORN, WAS EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS: 
23 
24 THE COURT: GO AHEAD, MR. HATCH. 
25 MR. HATCH: YOUR HONOR, IF I MAY ASK FOR A 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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1 CLARIFICATION, PERHAPS THE JURY OUGHT TO UNDERSTAND WHEN 
2 I'M HERE GIVING MY OPENING STATEMENT, IT'S AS THOUGH I 
3 WERE THE LAWYER. WHEN I TESTIFY, I WILL BE ON THE 
4 STAND. AND IT WILL BE NARRATIVE IN FORM, BUT I WILL BE 
5 IN THAT POSITION RATHER THAN HERE. 
6 THE COURT: THAT'S ANOTHER DIFFICULT THING IN 
7 THIS CASE, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, IS HOW TO DECIDE 
8 WHETHER MR. HATCH IS BEING A LAWYER OR A PARTY. AND I 
9 THINK THIS PHYSICAL POSITION IN THE ROOM ISN'T A 
10 DETERMINATIVE FACTOR IF HE'S A LAWYER OR A PARTY. I 
11 THINK YOU HAVE TO LISTEN TO WHAT HE SAYS AND DECIDE 
12 WHETHER HE'S OFFERING TESTIMONY OR WHETHER HE'S MAKING 
13 ARGUMENTS LIKE A LAWYER WOULD. AND I'VE THOUGHT ABOUT 
14 THAT THIS MORNING TO GIVE YOU A LITTLE EXAMPLE ABOUT HOW 
15 YOU TELL THE DIFFERENCE. AND HERE'S MY EXAMPLE: ON 
16 JULY 4TH 1993, I WENT ON A HIKE. NOW IF YOU WANTED TO 
17 KNOW MORE ABOUT THAT EXPERIENCE IN MY LIFE YOU WOULD ASK 
18 ME QUESTIONS LIKE WHO WAS THERE, WHERE WERE YOU, WHAT 
19 TIME IT WAS, THOSE "W" QUESTIONS WE ALL LEARNED ABOUT IN 
20 SCHOOL; WHO, WHAT, WHERE, WHEN. WHEN A PERSON IS 
21 TELLING YOU THOSE KINDS OF THINGS, THAT'S A PERSON 
22 TESTIFYING, BECAUSE THAT'S A PERSON GOING BACK IN HIS 
23 MEMORY AND PLAYING BACK LIKE A VIDEOTAPE THE THINGS THAT 
24 HAPPENED. BUT IF I WERE TO TELL YOU SOMETHING LIKE MY 
25 BROTHER-IN-LAW DIDN'T COME ON THE HIKE BECAUSE HE'S A NO 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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1 GOOD SO AND SO, AND HE WAS MAD AT ME AND I WAS MAD AT 
2 HIM, AND I WAS SO MAD AT HIM I'VE NEVER SPOKEN TO HIM 
3 AGAIN SINCE THEN, THAT'S KIND OF A COMMENT ABOUT HOW I'M 
4 FEELING. THAT'S NOT EVIDENCE ABOUT WHAT SOMEONE DID OR 
5 SAID. THAT'S JUST A COMMENT ABOUT HOW I FEEL. THAT'S 
6 NOT EVIDENCE. MAYBE THAT WILL HELP YOU WHEN YOU'RE 
7 LISTENING TO PEOPLE IN THIS CASE. WHEN PEOPLE ARE 
8 TELLING THE "W" WORDS, WHO, WHAT, WHERE, WHEN, THAT'S 
9 EVIDENCE. BUT IF THEY'RE TELLING YOU ABOUT WHAT 
10 SOMETHING MEANS OR HOW THEY FELT ABOUT SOMETHING, THAT'S 
11 ARGUMENT. THAT'S NOT EVIDENCE. OKAY, MR. HATCH. 
12 MR. HATCH: THANK YOU, YOUR HONOR. AS THE 
13 JUDGE HAS EXPLAINED TO YOU EARLIER, THIS IS A VERY 
14 IMPORTANT DUTY THAT YOU'RE PERFORMING. IT'S VERY 
15 ESSENTIAL TO OUR WHOLE JUDICIAL SYSTEM. AND I REALLY 
16 BELIEVE THAT THE JURY SYSTEM AND AN OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE 
17 A TRIAL BY JURY IS OUR GREATEST HOPE FOR TRUE EQUITY. 
18 IT IS SO OFTEN THE CASE, THE LAWYERS GET IN 
19 THERE AND TWIST THINGS AROUND AND MAKE A JUDICIAL MILL 
20 OUT OF IT RATHER THAN ALLOWING JUSTICE TO BE SERVED. I 
21 KNOW THERE ARE A LOT OF THINGS YOU WOULD PROBABLY RATHER 
22 BE DOING THAN SITTING HERE ON THE JURY. AND I KNOW THAT 
2 3 BECAUSE I'VE BEEN THERE WHERE YOU ARE TODAY MYSELF. AND 
24 I REMEMBER TRYING TO THINK UP THE BEST EXCUSE I HAD TO 
25 GET OFF THE PANEL, AS I FIGURED WHAT I HAD TO DO WAS SO 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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1 HALF OF IT TO MR. SYKES. AND I WASN'T PRESENT, SO I 
2 DON'T KNOW WHAT ALL WAS SAID, BUT I'VE GOT TO BELIEVE 
3 THAT HE MISREPRESENTED HIS RIGHT TO THAT, WHICH PROMPTED 
4 MR. PINDER TO GIVE HIM THAT WATER CERTIFICATE, WHICH HE 
5 TOOK AND PROMPTLY HAD RECORDED IN HIS NAME WITH THE WEST 
6 SMITH DITCH COMPANY, A LOCAL WATER COMPANY THAT'S 
7 INVOLVED. 
8 I PRESSED DWAYNE TO RECTIFY IT. HE CALLED IT 
9 A MISTAKE. HE SAID OH, IT WAS JUST A MISTAKE. I SAID, 
10 "RECTIFY IT." I SAID, "GO INSTRUCT MR. LUDLOW, THE 
11 PRESIDENT OF THE WATER COMPANY, TO GET BACK HALF OF THAT 
12 STOCK IN MY NAME." I WILL BE INTRODUCING AS PART OF THE 
13 EVIDENCE THE DOCUMENTS THAT SHOWED THEY WERE ENTITLED TO 
14 .6, THAT'S 6/10THS OF A SHARE OF WEST SMITH DITCH. 
15 THAT'S QUITE A BIT OF WATER. WITH THE WEST SMITH DITCH 
16 ONE SHARE EQUALS OVER 2 0 ACRE FEET. WATER SHARES VARY 
17 IN THEIR VALUE. SOME ARE TWO ACRE FEET, SOME ONE, FOUR. 
18 THESE ARE VERY HEAVY, THEY'RE VERY CONCENTRATED. ONE 
19 SHARE EQUALS OVER 2 0 ACRE FEET. HE REFUSED TO DO THAT. 
20 KEPT PUTTING ME OFF FOR QUITE A LONG TIME. THEN HE 
21 BEGAN TO TRESPASS ON THE PROPERTY. HE PUT SOME HORSES 
22 ON IT. I LATER FOUND OUT HE EVEN RENTED MY PASTURE OUT 
23 TO OTHER PEOPLE AND COLLECTED MONEY FOR THE RENTS. HE 
24 WAS PICKING THE PIE CHERRIES UNTIL I CHALLENGED HIM ON 
25 IT, AND OTHER SUCH ENCROACHMENTS. 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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AT ABOUT THE SAME TIME OR NOT LONG AFTER, HE 
STARTED POSTING THE PROPERTY "NO TRESPASSING, D. SYKES." 
HE EVEN PUT SOME LARGE PLACARDS OUT, WHICH I'LL SHOW 
DURING THE EVIDENCE PHASE, SAYING ANYBODY BUYING THIS 
PROPERTY OR TAKING AN INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY WILL BE 
BUYING INTO A LAWSUIT, TRYING TO THREATEN POTENTIAL 
BUYERS OFF OF THAT PROPERTY. 
I LATER FOUND OUT THAT WHAT HE WAS ATTEMPTING 
TO DO — OH, HE EVEN INTERCEPTED OUR TAX NOTICES. BUT I 
LATER FOUND OUT WHAT HE WAS ATTEMPTING TO DO IS MAKE A 
CLAIM AGAINST THE PROPERTY UNDER THE PRINCIPAL OF 
ADVERSE POSSESSION. UNLESS YOU'RE A LAWYER YOU PROBABLY 
DON'T KNOW EXACTLY WHAT THAT MEANS. 
ORIGINALLY IT WAS INTENDED TO PROTECT THE 
RIGHTS OF THE INNOCENT, AND GENERALLY DOES. SAY YOU OWN 
A PIECE OF PROPERTY, YOU ASSUME ALL OF THIS IS YOURS 
THAT'S UNDER FENCE. AND YOU TAKE CARE OF IT, BUILD 
STRUCTURES ON IT AND IMPROVE IT AND SO ON. LATER 
SOMEONE COMES UP AND SAYS: HEY, MY DEED COVERS PART OF 
THAT PROPERTY. IF YOU'VE BEEN THERE MORE THAN SEVEN 
YEARS AND PAYING TAXES ON IT, YOU HAVE A RIGHT TO SAY 
NO, IT'S MY PROPERTY. AND IF IT GOES TO COURT, THE 
COURT SHOULD RULE THEN IN YOUR FAVOR ON THE BASIS OF 
ADVERSE POSSESSION. IF YOU'VE BEEN THERE LONG ENOUGH 
25 | AND TENDED TO IT LONG ENOUGH THAT — YOU ASSUMED IT WAS 
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CRIMINAL CODE. 
MR. HATCH: I'M NOT GOING TO ASK YOU TO 
PUNISH MR. SYKES AND PUT HIM IN JAIL. NO, SIR. ALL WE 
WANT IS PUNITIVE DAMAGES, AND THAT IS ALLOWED UNDER THE 
CIVIL CODE. THAT IS ALLOWED. IF YOU FEEL HIS CONDUCT 
IS SO OUTRAGEOUS THAT HE DESERVES TO BE PUNISHED FOR HIS 
CONDUCT, THEN IT'S YOUR RIGHT AND OPPORTUNITY TO DO 
THAT; NOT ONLY TO PUNISH HIM, BUT ALSO SERVE AS AN 
EXAMPLE TO OTHERS WHO MIGHT BE TEMPTED TO DO THE SAME 
THING. 
WHAT WE'RE ASKING FOR IS A RETURN OF THE 
WATER STOCK, THE WEST SMITH DITCH, OR PAY ITS CURRENT 
VALUE, WHICH RIGHT NOW WOULD BE WORTH NEARLY $15,000. 
TO RETURN THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, WHICH HE HAS A HOLD ON. 
HE'S ADMITTED THIS. IT APPEARS TO BE IN THE NAME OF 
WILLIAM CHRISTIANSEN. WE'RE SAYING RETURN THE PROPERTY 
OR PAY US OUR FAIR SHARE; THAT IS, OUR FAIR MARKET VALUE 
OF WHAT WE LOST. 
WE'RE ASKING FOR PUNITIVE DAMAGES, IN THE 
CASE OF THE WATER STOCK, WHICH WOULD BE NEARLY $45,000; 
FOR PUNITIVE DAMAGES, FOR THE LOSS OF THE LAND, WHICH 
WOULD BE OVER A MILLION DOLLARS AT ITS CURRENT MARKET 
VALUE. THAT'S THREE TIMES THE EXTENT OF OUR ACTUAL 
DAMAGE. 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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A. OKAY. 
Q. WAS THAT EXECUTED BY YOU? 
A. YES, YES. THAT'S MY SIGNATURE. 
Q. EFFECTIVE WHAT DAY? 
A. NOVEMBER 2ND, 1983. 
Q. COULD YOU CAPSULIZE, IN THE INTEREST OF TIME, 
WHAT IS SAID IN THAT AFFIDAVIT? 
A. BASICALLY THIS IS A REVIEW OF THE 
CIRCUMSTANCES THAT I EXPERIENCED RELATIVE TO THE 
CONTROVERSY BETWEEN YOU AND MR. SYKES, RELATIVE TO 
THE SALE OF THE PROPERTY. 
AT THE TIME I AT LEAST OWNED EQUITABLE 
REALTY, THE REAL ESTATE COMPANY, AND LATER BECAME THE 
BROKER FOR IT. AND DURING THIS TIME WE HAD RECEIVED A 
LISTING, VALID LISTING ON A PIECE OF PROPERTY THAT WAS 
OWNED BY YOU, AND PUT A SIGN ON THE PROPERTY. WE WERE 
RUNNING ADS IN THE NEWSPAPER ABOUT MARKETING THE 
PROPERTY AND GETTING IT SOLD. AND THEN DURING THE 
COURSE OF THE SALE WE HEARD SOME DIFFICULTY IN THAT THE 
SIGNS WERE BEING PUSHED OVER ON THE PROPERTY. SOMEONE 
HAD REMOVED THE SIGNS AND POSTED WARNING SIGNS, AND 
BASICALLY HAD MADE IT VERY DIFFICULT FOR US IN THE 
MARKETING OF THE PROPERTY. AND I — 
THE COURT: HANG ON. ASK ANOTHER QUESTION. 
WE'RE GETTING INTO AN AREA WE NEED QUESTION AND ANSWER. 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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TORN DOWN? 
A. THAT'S RIGHT. WE HAD TROUBLE ~ GO AHEAD. 
I'M SUPPOSED TO JUST ANSWER QUESTIONS. 
Q. DO YOU HAVE AN IDEA OF WHO TORE THE SIGNS 
DOWN? 
A. WELL, MR. SYKES TOLD US HE WAS PULLING THE 
SIGNS DOWN AND HE MADE SOME OTHER COMMENTS, TOO. 
IN FACT, HE SENT ME A LETTER WITH QUITE A FEW 
PROMISES — OR HE DECLARED IN THERE HE WAS GOING — 
WE WERE GOING TO GET INVOLVED IN A COURT CASE, AND 
A BUNCH OF OTHER THINGS, IF WE DIDN'T TAKE OUR 
SIGNS DOWN AND STOP TRYING TO SELL THE PROPERTY. 
Q. AND LET'S GET TO THAT OTHER MATTER. I THINK 
YOU HAVE THAT — I'M JUST TRYING TO IDENTIFY IT BY 
NUMBER. IT SHOULD BE RIGHT IN THAT SAME TIMEFRAME. 
WHILE SHE'S CHECKING FOR ME, MR. THOMAS, I 
BELIEVE YOU HAVE IN YOUR RECORDS A COPY OF THE LETTER, 
DEMAND LETTER MR. SYKES SENT TO YOU AT YOUR OFFICE? 
A. RIGHT. I'VE REVIEWED THAT LETTER, AND I DO 
RECALL THAT LETTER. IT'S MULTIPLE PAGES. 
Q. DID HE SAY CEASE AND DESIST YOUR OPERATIONS? 
A. YEAH. HE BASICALLY SAID WE DIDN'T HAVE A 
RIGHT TO SELL THE PROPERTY. I HAD A LISTING. I'M 
A REAL ESTATE BROKER. IT GIVES ME A RIGHT TO GET A 
COMMISSION, AND I LISTED THE PROPERTY AND WENT 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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TO. I WOULD LIKE TO OFFER THAT INTO STIPULATION RIGHT 
NOW. 
THE COURT: WHAT ARE YOU OFFERING TO 
STIPULATE? 
MR. SYKES: I PUT UP ALL THE SIGNS MR. HATCH 
IS TRYING TO PROVE I PUT UP. I REFUSED TO LET PEOPLE 
COME ON THE PROPERTY. I DID ALL THE THINGS HE'S 
ALLEGING I DID TO THE PROPERTY. WHY I DID IS IN 
DISPUTE, BUT I DID IT. AND THERE'S NO REASON GOING OVER 
ALL OF THAT, AND I TRIED TO STIPULATE TO THAT BEFORE. 
THE COURT: MR. HATCH? 
MR. HATCH: THAT MAKES ME WONDER WHY HE'S 
ASKING MR. THOMAS. IF HE STIPULATED, LET IT GO. 
ACTUALLY, THERE'S NO ISSUE BECAUSE THIS COURT HAS 
DEFAULTED THE SYKES. AND ALL OF THOSE ARE ESTABLISHED 
BY THAT DEFAULT, SO OBVIOUSLY THERE'S NO QUESTION. SO 
I'M WONDERING WHY HE'S CONTINUING TO ASK MR. THOMAS 
QUESTIONS. 
MR. SYKES: I HAVEN'T ASKED A SINGLE 
QUESTION, YOUR HONOR. 
THE COURT: MR. SYKES, THERE WAS AN EXHIBIT 
WE HAD THAT I THINK WAS RECEIVED -- I THINK IT WAS 
NUMBER 14 — AND YOU'RE SAYING THAT'S ONE OF THE SIGNS 
YOU PUT UP? DO YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE? 
MR. SYKES: YES. THE EXHIBIT HE SHOWED IS A 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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MR. HATCH: HE'S BEEN INTRODUCED TO THE 
COURT, MR. SYKES. 
THE COURT: OVERRULED. GO AHEAD YOU CAN 
INTRODUCE YOURSELF. 
Q (BY MR. SYKES) WERE YOU THE MANAGER OF 
VALLEY TITLE? 
A. YES, 
Q. WERE YOU THERE WHEN A CLOSING TOOK PLACE 
BETWEEN HERITAGE MOUNTAIN AND MYSELF, AND I HAD A 
$980,000 CHECK? 
A. I WAS WORKING AT THE TITLE COMPANY AT THAT 
TIME. 
Q. SO YOU'RE THE SAME PERSON? 
A. UH-HUH (AFFIRMATIVE). 
Q. I JUST WANTED TO KNOW. 
EXCUSE ME, I HAVE SOME FEEDBACK ON MY HEARING 
AID. 
I'M NOT AWARE -- WOULD YOU CORRECT ME IF I'M 
WRONG — IF YOU AND I HAVE HAD ANY CONTACT BETWEEN 1983 
WHEN YOU CLOSED THE HERITAGE MOUNTAIN TRANSACTION? 
A. I DON'T THINK SO. 
Q. I DON'T THINK SO EITHER. 
I SHOW YOU WHAT'S BEEN MARKED AS EXHIBIT 
NUMBER 50, AND I WOULD HAND IT TO YOU. IT'S -- WOULD 
YOU LOOK AT THE NEXT TO -- THIS IS A DOCUMENT OF SEVERAL 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
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EXHIBITS? 
MR. SYKES: THAT'S IT. 
THE COURT: MR. HATCH? 
MR. HATCH: THAT'S ALL, YOUR HONOR. 
THE COURT: THANK YOU. DO YOU HAVE THE 
THE WITNESS: THEY'RE RIGHT HERE. 
THE COURT: WHO IS NEXT, MR. HATCH? 
MR. HATCH: VIRGINIA LYNN CARLI. 
THE COURT: MS. CARLI, IF YOU WOULD COME UP, 
PLEASE. WOULD YOU RAISE YOUR RIGHT-HAND AND LISTEN TO 
THE OATH. 
VIRGINIA LYNN CARLI 
CALLED AS A WITNESS HEREIN, HAVING BEEN DULY 
SWORN, WAS EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS: 
THE COURT: BE SEATED HERE, PLEASE. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. HATCH: 
AND 
THE 
Q. WOULD YOU STATE 
PRESENT OCCUPATION FOR 
JURY? 
A. VIRGINIA 
RIVERTON, UTAH. 
CARLI. 
AND 
YOUR FULL NAME 
THE BENEFIT OF 
AND 
THE 
ADDRESS 
COURT 
13717 SOUTH 1100 WEST. 
I AM A PROFESSIONAL FUND 
AND 
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RAISER. 
Q. COULD YOU EXPLAIN THAT A LITTLE? I'M 
INTRIGUED BY THE TITLE OF PROFESSIONAL FUND RAISER. 
A. I WORK WITH DIFFERENT GROUPS TO RAISE MONEY 
FOR WETLANDS, FOR CANCER, FOR -- WELL, REHAB 
CENTERS. BASICALLY, THE MOST THAT I DO WORK WITH 
IS PRESERVATION FOR WILDLIFE. 
Q. YOU'VE ALSO HAD SOME OTHER INTERESTING 
CAREERS, IF I REMEMBER CORRECTLY? 
A. I DO MODEL, TOO. 
Q. WE USED TO SEE YOU ON THE BILLBOARD IN SALT 
LAKE AS WE WENT INTO TOWN. 
THE MAIN THING I WANTED TO ASK YOU, YOU WERE 
A PARTICIPANT OR INVOLVED IN A TRANSACTION THAT HAD TO 
DO WITH THE SUBJECT PROPERTY? 
A. YES, I DID. 
Q. YOU HAD SOME MISGIVINGS ABOUT HAVING TO COME 
TO COURT TODAY, I THINK YOU SAID? 
A. I CAME IN AS VERY HOSTILE. 
Q. NOT ONLY RELUCTANT BUT HOSTILE; WHY IS THAT? 
A. BECAUSE I WAS UNDER THE IMPRESSION THAT I WAS 
STILL BEING NAMED AS A DEFENDANT IN THIS LAWSUIT. 
Q. ORIGINALLY YOUR NAME DID APPEAR ON THE 
CAPTION OF THE CASE; DID IT NOT? 
A. YES, IT DID. 
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Q. WHY WAS THAT? 
A. I'M NOT REALLY TOO SURE WHY. 
Q. WERE YOU EVER SERVED? 
A, NO, I WAS NOT. 
Q. SO YOU WERE NEVER BROUGHT INTO THE CASE AS 
FAR AS BEING BROUGHT UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE 
COURT? 
A. RIGHT. 
Q. WOULD YOU TELL US WHAT YOUR INVOLVEMENT WAS 
BACK — THIS WOULD HAVE BEEN — WELL, FIRST OF ALL LET 
ME SUBMIT -- THIS IS EXHIBIT 16. DO YOU WANT TO TAKE A 
QUICK LOOK AT IT AND TELL US IF YOU'RE FAMILIAR WITH 
THAT DOCUMENT? 
A. COULD I MAKE — JUST FOR THE RECORD SAY THAT 
SINCE WE WENT THROUGH THESE, YOU WERE PRETTY MUCH 
THERE MOST OF THE TIME; THAT YOU WERE THE ONE THAT 
TYPED UP THIS DEPOSITION AND THAT I — 
Q. 
A. 
AN AFFIDAVIT? 
YES. 
I HAVE NO PROBLEM WITH THAT. 
YOU HAD A COPY PROVIDED TO YOU IN RECENT — 
MR. SYKES: YOUR HONOR? 
THE COURT: MR. SYKES? 
MR. SYKES: I DON'T KNOW WHO — 
THE COURT: MRS. CARLI 
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MR. SYKES: — COMES IN AS A WITNESS FOR. I 
WONDER IF WE COULD SEE WHAT HER RECOLLECTION IS, WITHOUT 
THE BENEFIT OF MR. HATCH'S AFFIDAVIT, WITHOUT HAVING HER 
MEMORY REFRESHED. 
THE COURT: WHAT ABOUT THAT? 
MR. HATCH: THIS IS HER AFFIDAVIT SHE SIGNED 
UNDER OATH BACK IN OCTOBER OF 1983. AND MR. SYKES IS 
WELCOME TO LOOK IT OVER. 
MR. SYKES: THAT ISN'T MY OBJECTION. 
MR. HATCH: I'LL ASK HER QUESTIONS ABOUT IT, 
AND IF THERE'S ANYTHING SHE HAS HESITATION ABOUT 
CONFIRMING — 
MR. SYKES: I THINK I HAVE A RIGHT TO ASK THE 
WITNESS TO TESTIFY TO HER RECOLLECTION WITHOUT REFERRING 
TO A DOCUMENT SHE SAID WAS PREPARED BY MR. HATCH AND SHE 
SIGNED IT. AND THEN IF WE HAVE A QUESTION AFTER THAT — 
MR. HATCH: HE CAN CHALLENGE HER TESTIMONY 
WHEN HE'S ON REBUT — OR CROSS. 
THE COURT: HAVE YOU GOT EXHIBIT 16? 
THE WITNESS: YES. 
THE COURT: LAY IT ON THE TABLE IN FRONT OF 
YOU UPSIDE DOWN. 
GO AHEAD, MR. HATCH. 
Q (BY MR. HATCH) HOW MANY YEARS AGO WAS IT 
THIS TOOK PLACE? 
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A. I BELIEVE IT WAS IN 1982. 
Q. OKAY. SO THAT'S WHAT, 12 YEARS AGO? 
A. ALMOST 13. 
Q. AND WHAT WAS YOUR MOTIVE? 
A. I WAS CONTACTED BY MY FATHER TO LET ME KNOW 
THAT MY MOTHER'S BEST FRIEND WAS GOING TO BE LOSING 
HER DREAMHOUSE LAND, AS SHE PUT IT. AND HE SAYS, 
"I CAN'T TELL YOU WHAT TO DO, BUT COULD YOU GIVE 
SOME CONSIDERATION TO THE THOUGHT OF LETTING HOWARD 
AND MARGIE BORROW THE MONEY SO THAT THEY DON'T LOSE 
THEIR LAND," AND THE MONEY WAS WHAT WAS LEFT FROM 
THE DEATH OF MY FIRST HUSBAND. I WAS 2 2 YEARS OLD 
AT THE TIME THIS HAPPENED. 
Q. I REALIZE THAT IT WAS A VERY TRAUMATIC THING 
FOR YOU, VIRGINIA. I CAN SEE THE PAIN STILL THERE. AND 
WE KNEW KELLY, ALSO. HE WAS A FINE MAN. AND I 
APOLOGIZE FOR STIRRING UP THESE OLD AND TENDER MEMORIES. 
AND BELIEVE ME, WE WOULDN'T HAVE EVEN CALLED YOU AS A 
WITNESS TODAY IF YOUR TESTIMONY WASN'T SO ESSENTIAL IN 
THIS CASE. 
A. I UNDERSTAND THAT. 
Q. AND I UNDERSTAND WHY YOU FELT BAD ABOUT 
HAVING TO COME 
FELT SOMEWHAT 
PARTY? 
, AND I 
HOSTILE 
CAN 
IF 
ESPECIALLY 
YOU FELT YOU 
UNDERSTAND 
WERE STILL 
WHY 
A 
YOU 
CREED H. BARKER, CSR 
VOL I I - 413
 O A / | n 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
A. I UNDERSTAND. 
Q. AND YOU'RE SOMEWHAT ASSURED NOW THAT YOU KNOW 
YOU'RE NOT A PARTY? 
A. YES, I AM. 
Q. AND IF A JUDGMENT IS OBTAINED AGAINST THE 
SYKES' IT WILL NOT BE AGAINST YOU? 
A. YES, THAT'S WHAT I WAS ASSURED. 
Q. I'M GOING TO CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO A TIME IN 
THE EARLY PART OF SEPTEMBER 1982, A TRANSACTION THAT WAS 
HAD AT ZIONS BANK. 
A. YES. 
Q. YOU MENTIONED THAT YOU WERE ASKED BY YOUR 
FATHER TO POSSIBLY LEND ME AND MY THEN WIFE, MARGIE, 
SOME MONEY THAT YOU HAD FROM THE INSURANCE SETTLEMENT 
FROM THE DEATH OF YOUR HUSBAND? 
A. YES 
Q. HOW MUCH WAS THAT? 
A. 25,000. 
Q. AND DID YOU IN FACT TENDER THAT MONEY TO US, 
LOAN IT TO US TO USE THAT MONEY TO SAVE WHAT YOU 
CHARACTERIZED AS DREAM PROPERTY? 
A. I BELIEVE THAT WE WERE EITHER IN THE PROCESS 
OF SIGNING DOCUMENTS --
Q. AT ANY RATE, YOU WENT TO THE BANK, GOT THE 
MONEY AND GAVE US A CASHIER'S CHECK? 
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A. YES. 
Q. TOOK IT OVER TO THE ATTORNEY FOR ZIONS BANK? 
A. YES. 
Q. MR. BECKSTEAD, DOES THAT NAME RING A BELL? 
A. YES. 
Q. AND THE CHECK WAS GIVEN TO THE BANK AND LATER 
RETURNED, CORRECT? 
A. YES. 
Q. AND YOU WERE ASKED TO SIGN A DOCUMENT OF 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT. DO YOU REMEMBER THAT? 
A. UH-HUH (AFFIRMATIVE). 
Q. WHICH BASICALLY SAID DON'T HOLD US 
RESPONSIBLE IF, YOU KNOW, YOU HAVE SOME KIND OF PROBLEM 
WITH THIS TRANSACTION; IS THAT CORRECT? 
A. YES. THAT I BELIEVE 
MR. SYKES: OBJECTION, YOUR HONOR, IT'S A 
LEADING QUESTION. 
THE COURT: THEY ARE. I WOULD APPRECIATE 
KNOWING WHEN AND WHERE WE ARE. I'M NOT SURE IF WE'RE IN 
ZIONS BANK OR MR. BECKSTEAD'S OFFICE. 
MR. HATCH: WE ARE IN MR. BECKSTEAD'S OFFICE 
AS AN AGENT FOR ZIONS BANK. 
THE COURT: PAINT A PICTURE OF WHAT'S GOING 
ON. 
(BY MR. HATCH) WHO WAS THERE IN THE OFFICE 
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OF MR. BECKSTEAD? 
A. YOU AND YOUR WIFE, AND MR. BECKSTEAD AND 
MYSELF. AND THERE MIGHT HAVE BEEN A SECRETARY OR 
SOMEBODY ELSE IN THERE. I CAN'T REMEMBER EXACTLY, 
I KNOW FOR SURE THOSE PEOPLE THAT I NAMED WERE. 
Q. AND AT SOME POINT WAS THE TRANSACTION 
INTERRUPTED? 
A. VERY MUCH SO. THERE WAS A LOT OF NOISE OUT 
IN THE HALL, AND THEN SOMEBODY BURST INTO THE ROOM. 
Q. WHO WAS THAT PERSON WHO BURST INTO THE ROOM? 
A. AT THE TIME I DIDN'T KNOW WHO IT WAS, BUT — 
Q. IS HE IN THE COURTROOM TODAY? 
A. YES, HE IS. I BELIEVE SO, ANYWAY. I MEAN, 
IT'S BEEN A LOT OF YEARS AND I DIDN'T SEE HIM THAT 
LONG. BUT I BELIEVE IT WAS THIS GENTLEMAN IN THE 
MIDDLE. I LATER WAS TOLD THAT THE PERSON THAT CAME 
IN WAS A DWANE SYKES. AND I DON'T KNOW IF THAT'S 
THIS GENTLEMAN THAT'S IN THE MIDDLE HERE,' BUT HE 
LOOKS THE MOST LIKE THE MAN, FROM MAYBE 12 YEARS 
AGO, THAT LATER ALSO CAME TO MY APARTMENT. 
MR. HATCH: I WOULD ASK THE COURT'S 
INDULGENCE TO HAVE HER LOOKING THIS OVER UNTIL I FIND 
THE OFFICIAL EXHIBIT. 
I'LL TAKE THESE AND RETURN THESE TO THE 
CLERK. 
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1 IT'S EXHIBIT NUMBER 18. AND I'LL TRADE YOU. 
2 THIS IS THE OFFICIAL ONE, IT'S THE ONE THAT'S BEEN 
3 MARKED BY THE COURT. 
4 Q (BY MR. HATCH) WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE OF 
5 MR. SYKES APPEARING AND DISRUPTING THE MEETING? 
6 A. UMM, I --
7 Q. DID HE STATE A PURPOSE? 
8 A. HE — THERE WAS A LOT OF NOISE AND YELLING, 
9 AND HE WAS WAVING A PIECE OF PAPER. AND I DIDN'T 
10 KNOW WHAT WAS GOING ON AT THE TIME. FROM WHAT I 
11 UNDERSTOOD OR GATHERED, HE WAS TRYING TO, I GUESS, 
12 SAY THAT HE HAD A CLAIM AGAINST THE PROPERTY THAT 
13 PUT HIM AHEAD OF ZIONS BANK. THAT'S THE GIST OF 
14 WHAT I GATHERED FROM EVERYBODY YELLING AND WAS 
15 SAYING. THAT'S WHAT I UNDERSTOOD. 
16 AND LATER THAT EVENING -- OR EITHER THAT 
17 EVENING OR A DAY OR SO LATER, A MAN CAME TO MY DOOR, 
18 KNOCKED ON MY DOOR. AND WHEN I OPENED THE DOOR HE TRIED 
19 TO FORCE HIS WAY INTO MY APARTMENT TO SHOVE ANOTHER 
20 PIECE OF PAPER IN MY FACE SAYING I HAD TO READ IT. AND 
21 I CONTINUED TO PUSH AGAINST THE DOOR, AND IT EJECTED 
22 THIS PERSON FROM MY APARTMENT. I HAVE NO IDEA HOW HE 
23 GOT MY ADDRESS OR ANYTHING ELSE. BUT AFTER THIS PERSON 
24 LEFT I OPENED THE DOOR, AND HE HAD LEFT THIS PIECE OF 
25 PAPER THAT HE WAS TRYING TO SHOVE IN MY FACE, AND DOWN 
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AT THE ZIONS BANK. I ASSUMED THIS WAS THE SAME ONE HE 
WAS HOLDING UP AT ZIONS. HE ALSO PROCEEDED TO LEAVE IT 
ON MY DOOR STEP FOR ME TO READ. 
Q. DID HE IDENTIFY HIMSELF AT THE TIME? 
A. YES. THAT'S WHEN HE SAID THAT HIS NAME WAS 
DWANE SYKES. 
Q. AND WHO SIGNED THAT; CAN YOU SEE ON THE PAPER 
WHO SIGNED IT? 
A. DWANE SYKES AND PATRICIA SYKES. 
Q. APPARENTLY IT WAS SERVED ON BEHALF OF BOTH OF 
THEM? 
A. I BELIEVE SO. 
Q. LET'S GO A LITTLE FURTHER. WHAT HAPPENED 
FROM THERE? DID YOU FEEL UNCOMFORTABLE ABOUT GOING 
FORWARD WITH THE TRANSACTION? 
A. I THINK THAT WAS LIKE — I WAS SCARED TO 
DEATH BEFORE, BUT THAT WAS PROBABLY THE LAST STRAW, 
TO HAVE SOMEBODY THAT I DIDN'T KNOW FROM ADAM — 
AND I HAD NO IDEA HOW HE GOT MY ADDRESS OR 
ANYTHING -- SHOW UP AT MY PROPERTY, AT MY HOME. 
AND I THOUGHT THIS MUST HAVE BEEN SOMETHING 
EXTREMELY IMPORTANT THAT I DEFINITELY NEEDED TO 
READ OR AT LEAST TALK TO AN ATTORNEY ABOUT. AND 
THAT'S WHEN I CONTACTED MY ATTORNEY. 
Q. WHO WAS THAT; DO YOU REMEMBER HIM BY NAME? 
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A. UMM, NOT THE FIRST NAME. HENRIKSEN. 
Q. RICHARD HENRIKSEN? 
A. IT WAS HENRIKSEN AND HENRIKSEN. I BELIEVE 
HIS FATHER WAS IN MY — WAS IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD. 
Q. AND WHAT DID MR. HENRIKSEN SAY AFTER 
REVEALING TO HIM THE SITUATION? 
A. HE BASICALLY SAID THE SAME THING THAT 
MR. LEDOUX SAID, GET THE HELL AWAY FROM THAT. 
Q. STAY AWAY, THERE ARE TOO MANY PROBLEMS? 
A. YEAH. HE SAID IT'S TOO MUCH — YOU KNOW, 
EVEN THOUGH IT COULD POSSIBLY BE THAT YOU'RE OKAY 
WITH ZIONS, THERE'S TOO MUCH CLOUD OR SHADOW. AND 
IT MADE HIM VERY UNCOMFORTABLE. AND BEING THAT WAS 
THE ONLY MONEY AND SECURITY I HAD FOR MY CHILDREN, 
HE RECOMMENDED THAT I HIGHLY — IF THERE WAS ANY 
WAY TO GET OUT OF IT, GET OUT OF IT. 
Q. DID HE FEEL THAT MAYBE YOU WERE TOO FAR INTO 
THE TRANSACTION TO GET OUT OF IT; IS THAT WHAT YOU MEANT 
TO SAY? 
A. THAT'S BASICALLY WHAT HE TOLD ME. AND THEN I 
TOLD HIM THAT YOU SAID IF I AT ALL FELT 
UNCOMFORTABLE THAT I COULD RESCIND, AND THAT YOU 
WOULD TAKE CARE OF THINGS. SO HE SAYS: WELL, 
LET'S HOPE HE'S AS GOOD ON HIS WORD AS HE SAYS HE 
IS. BECAUSE HE SAID THAT WAS A LEGAL BINDING 
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1 DOCUMENT, FROM WHAT I UNDERSTOOD ANYWAY; THAT I WAS 
2 IN DEEP TROUBLE. 
3 Q. AND THEN DID WE THEN RESCIND THE TRANSACTION? 
4 A. YES, YOU DID. 
5 Q. DID WE ENSURE THE BANK GAVE THE MONEY BACK? 
6 A. YOU SURE DID. 
7 Q. WAS IT A HARD THING FOR US TO DO? 
8 A. EXTREMELY HARD THING. YOUR WIFE, LIKE I SAY, 
9 WAS MY MOTHER'S BEST FRIEND. AND SHE CRIED AT THE 
10 TIME SHE WENT WITH ME, BUT SHE UNDERSTOOD WHAT I 
11 HAD TO DO, AND I HAD TO DO WHAT I HAD TO DO AND SHE 
12 WOULD DO NOTHING TO HURT ME. 
13 Q. BUT YOU SENSED HOW IMPORTANT IT WAS TO 
14 MARGIE, AND HOW HURT SHE WAS AT BEING FACED WITH THE 
15 PROSPECT OF LOSING THE HOUSE? 
16 A. MR. HATCH, I JUST FINISHED BUILDING MY DREAM 
17 HOME, AND WHEN I GOT CALLED IN HERE TODAY THINKING 
18 THAT THIS WAS GOING TO POSSIBLY TAKE MY DREAM HOME 
19 AWAY, I KNOW EXACTLY HOW SHE FELT. 
20 Q. I THINK YOU'VE PRETTY WELL TOLD WHAT 
21 HAPPENED, VIRGINIA. I JUST WANT TO RECALL ONE THING. 
22 YOU MENTIONED THE DISTURBANCE' IN THE LAWYER'S OFFICE AND 
2 3 THAT MR. SYKES BURST INTO THE ROOM — 
24 A. YES. 
25 Q. WAS THERE ANYTHING THAT PREVENTED HIM FROM 
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TOTALLY DISRUPTING THE MEETING? 
A. ONLY THE FACT THAT PEOPLE CAME FROM 
EVERYWHERE AND PHYSICALLY — I DON'T KNOW IF IT WAS 
SECURITY OR WHO IT WAS, BUT THEY PHYSICALLY REMOVED 
HIM FROM THE PROPERTY. 
Q. 
YOUR HONOR. 
THANK YOU. 
MR. HATCH: THAT'S ALL THE QUESTIONS I HAVE, 
THE COURT: MR. SYKES? 
CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. SYKES 
Q. VIRGINIA, I AM DWANE SYKES, THIS IS NOT DWANE 
SYKES. AND I AM THE PARTY THAT CAME TO YOUR DOOR. AND 
I APOLOGIZE FOR ASKING QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS BECAUSE OF 
THE PROBLEMS THAT IT BRINGS UP ALSO. 
WHEN YOU SAID THAT YOU WERE AFRAID TO BE 
NAMED IN THE SUIT, WHO DID YOU THINK NAMED YOU IN THE 
SUIT? 
A. MR. HATCH. 
Q. SO YOU UNDERSTOOD IT WAS MR. HATCH AND NOT 
ME? 
A. I UNDERSTOOD THAT, YES. 
Q. WHEN YOU SAID YOU CAME HERE ANTAGONISTIC 
TODAY, WERE YOU ANTAGONISTIC AT ME OR MR. HATCH? 
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leaves these matters totally up to me. When her 
signature is necessary and she has to do something and 
I ask her to, she does it. 
Dennis Sykes is involved in this project 
solely because he was my brother. There's been a lot 
of implication about his role in it and I want tf 
clear that up right now. He has absolutely no 
involvement in this thing as a practical matter. He 
wanted to buy a house in Fairbanks. I wanted to buy 
some property here. I owned a house in Fairbanks and 
when I sold it T would have had to pay taxes and I 
would have made no profit. 
So to avoid that we went through a typical — 
I don't even know if you can do it any more but at 
that time the attorney advised us instead of my buying 
this and selling this I would have to pay taxes, so I 
get Dennis over here, "I say, Dennis, you go buy this, 
in fact I will do all the negotiating for you, arid 
when I get the paperwork then I will trade you yqur 
contract, that for this." So that's why it's a three 
way tax-free exchange. That's Dennis' role in tt|e 
first six months of this. 
To skip ahead, and I'm going to be skipping, 
we got the contract here in June of — the offer of 
contract in June 6 of '74. We hired an attorney. 
67 1 
1 Dennis could have — we could have conveyed 
2 it to the new trustee. We were advised to leave it 
3 like it was. 
4 So as soon as Dennis resigned from the 
5 trustee, he automatically — he wasn't the trustee but 
6 he still held the title, he became the nominee. The 
7 nominee was required by the contract to do exactly 
8 what he was told because he was a nominee. 
9 So every time the trust told him — the 
10 trustee told him to sign the green belt application, 
11 sign this, sign that, convey it over — he was just a 
12 nominee, so he did what he was told, so that's what 
13 he's been doing since then. 
14 Let me try to tell you what's going — oh, so 
15 what I'm saying to you, whether what I have done is 
16 right or wrong, T take 100 percent of the 
17 responsibility for it. My wife knows absolutely 
18 nothing about this. Not only does she know nothing — 
19 like she said, when the hate mail comes, she's got 
20 enough sense to avoid it. I don't have that option to 
21 avoid it. 
22 Dennis is involved in this because I ask him 
23 to be. T take 100 percent of the responsibility, 
24 Have I been right or wrong I don't know. 
25 Now let me tell you how we got to here. 
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appraiser said back in 1983 was worth $105,000 
estimated. 
We'll be entitled under the law to interest 
on the money lost from that date to the current date 
at the legal rate* Right now the legal rate is 12 
percent. I'm pleased to take that myself. The judge 
has said that's the figure we're going to have to use. 
I have no problem because by the time we finish 
calculating the interest accruing on that for these 
years since 1983 it comes to substantially more than 
what she appraised the current market value to be. 
The same thing is true with the water stock. 
The water stock in my estimation was worth between a 
thousand and 1500 dollars value in 1975 — feel free 
to take notes. 
Today, according to Mr. Ludlow at $600 a 
share, which you'll see in the affidavit, that was a 
confirmed sale, one that took place within the last 
couple of months sold to Central Utah Water Project at 
$600 an acre foot and this .6 of a share translates to 
14.892 acre feet. That's a foot of water to cover an 
acre each season. 
To convert that over 
that be today would be $8,93 5 
would not sell his shares for 
that 
. Mr 
less 
means the value 
. Ludlow says he 
than a thousand 
of 
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1 While we haven't gone over all the figures, 
2 we feel we ought to be entitled to $30,000 in 
3 attorneys fees and we will establish that by affidavit 
4 and we'll leave that in the hands of the judge to 
5 decide if they are fair and appropriate if we can 
6 justify them* 
7 In our costs over that 14 year period between 
8 5 and $10,000. This covers horrendous amounts of 
9 depositions that were taken, copying that went on the 
10 appeal, and a number of other things. 
11 We will file also an exact claim of our costs 
12 if you award our costs, then we would leave it up to 
13 the discretion of the judge. That is, we would have 
14 to justify those figures with the court and he would 
15 assess it. 
16 We feel that punitive damages on the forgery, 
17 because we've had to go to such great lengths to 
18 uncover these things and to pursue them, I personally 
19 feel that $50,000 in actual damages is not too 
20 little — is not too much. 
21 If you were to asses that on punitive damages 
22 it could be up to three times that, as high as 
23 $150,000. 
24 On the attempted extortion he did do many 
25 things to hurt my good name, especially where I am in 
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1 know what a bad guy Mr. Hatch is? I want you to sign 
2 this petition to say this guy is a crook." That's 
3 what he was doing. He was lobbying against my good 
4 name. 
5 Let me read it very quickly. We feel that we 
6 still owned the land if it hadn't been lost. So in a 
7 sense the current market value ought to go but the 
8 judge has already decided that the jury instruction 
9 says that you've got to use the fair market value at 
10 the time it was lost. 
11 We're willing to take that at $105,000, do 
12 that, and you will see that in the appraisal. Do that 
13 and times the legal interest rates at 12 percent since 
14 that time will give us actually a bigger award than 
15 what the current market value is. 
16 On the water stock I had a hard time knowing 
17 for sure when I filed the complaint whether it was a 
18 thousand dollars or $1500. I'll leave it up to you to 
19 pick the figure. Either way it's going to come pretty 
20 close or even more than what the current value is 
21 right now based on Mr. Ludlow's assessments. 
22 Of course, if you use punitive on that then 
23 it's three times that and I think it certainly 
24 deserves it. 
25 There's the other things that I mentioned, 
